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. CURRENT TOPICS. 
"Tx view of the approaching meeting of Parliament, 
# is worth while to recall a few of the matters 
@ which legislation is needed or may be expected. 
There is, first of all, the subject of more effectually 
providing for the trial of offences by establishing the 
of public prosecutor, a measure upon which 
was promised in the Queen’s Speech at the opening 
ofthe last session. It will be remembered that the Judi- 
ature Commission expressed a unanimous opinion that a 
Public prosecutor should be appointed, and, although there 
“was some difference as to details, all the materials exist in 
‘the report, and the memorandum attached to it, for 
framing a satisfactory scheme. Passing by the Merchant 
; Acts Amendment, as to which a Bill must neces- 
‘garily be introduced by Government, another subject on 
which legislation may be anticipated is the pollution of 
rivers, Lord Salisbury’s measure last session, although 
ne part of it was dropped toavert the opposition of 
the mining and manufacturing interests, failed to 
the Commons. As to the course to be 
al with reference to the suspended sections of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, of course no one outside the 
Qabinet can pretend to any information; all that can be 
said is that some legislation, either in the shape of con- 
tinued suspension or repeal, must take place. It remains 
to be seen whether the Judicature Bill for Ireland, which 
Was prepared and ready for introduction last session, 
will be brought forward this session. All that seems 
certain with reference to legislation on the judicial ar- 
tangements in Ireland is that very soon after Parliament 
meets the Government will introduce a Bill with refer- 
éhee to the quarter sessions courts in that country. Other 
Government measures which may possibly be brought 
forward are the first of the Bills for the statute law 
consolidation, relating to one or more of the ten subjects 
tecommended for grouping by the Statute Law Revision 
Committee ; also a measure relating to the inclosure of 
land—a subject which the Home Secretary last session 
promised should be dealt with; perhaps, also, some 
amendment may be made, either by orders or legislation, 
in the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. Among the other subjects 
on which it may be hoped Bills will be brought in are 
juries and bills of sale. We may note, in conclusion, 
that Mr. Hubbard has expressed his intention of introduc- 
ing a Bill to restore the law of crossed cheques to the 
reasonable and convenient form in which it was supposed 
to exist before the recent decision in Smith v. The Union 
Bank (24 W. R. 194). 





Tae terrer or “ A Patient Solicitor,” which appeared 
in our columns on the 22nd ult., has naturally (and 
8 ly) excited a good deal of attention. The sub- 
ject with which it deals is not, indeed, new, and it has 
more than once already been discussed in these columns,* 
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but we think our readers will forgive us if, in a matter 
of so much and so important interest, we take the present 
opportunity of recurring to the subject. Those of our 
readers who will take the trouble to look back to the 
articles above referred to, will find that, so long ago as 
the year 1867, we called attention to the very unsatis- 
factory manner of.conducting business in chambers, and 
advocated as an improvement the very measure now 
suggested by the “ Patient Solicitor,” viz., that the judges 
should devote one or more entire days in each week to 
chamber business, instead of merely retiring to chambers 
for a couple of hours or so at the fag end of their day’s 
work. Were this done, proper arrangements could 
readily be made for the accommodation of the solicitors 
and others in attendance, instead of compelling them to 
hang about the lobbies and entrance in the manner so 
graphically described by the “‘ Solicitor.” The mostobvious 
course for this purpose would be to fit up aconvenient suite 
of rooms in one of the public offices in or off Chancery- 
lane, which should be used by each judge in his turn, and 
which might be supplied with all requisites for the pur- 
pose at a trifling cost. For instance, one of the sets of 
rooms hitherto occupied by the Examiners in Chancery, 
whose functions are now nearly over, might easily be 
adapted for the purpose. As it would be desirable that 
the judges should choose : different days for chamber 
days, in order not to interfere with the continuity of 
the sittings of the court, one suite of chambers would be 
all that would be required, as there would be no need to 
make any alteration in the existing arrangements as re- 
gards the business transacted beforethe chief clerks, 
Nor would the suggested change entail any inconvenience 
on the judges; on the contrary, it would be possible to 
study their convenience and accommodation to an extent 
which cannot be attempted in chambers of the class now 
used for this purpose, and as, ex hypothesi, no one of them 
could sit on the same day in chambers and in court, the 
fact that the two are not in close proximity would be 
unimportant. 


It has been urged in opposition to this proposal—and 
doubtless would be put forward again—that, as the 
judges, sitting six days a week, are confessedly 
unable to cope successfully with the court work, this 
would fall hopelessly into arrear if the available time 
were curtailed by one-sixth. The answer is—first, we 
do not propose to diminish the whole time which the 
judge devotes to business, but only to alter the alloca- 
tion of it; and, secondly, it is a great mistake to suppose 
that the chamber business is subordinate in point of 
importance to the court business—on the contrary, even 
under the old system, by far the greatest part of the work 
was, in many large classes of cases, transacted in 
chambers, and the recent changes tend greatly to increase 
the proportion and consequence of the business which 
will find its way there. Under the new system, as we 
understand it, the judges in court will be mainly occu- 
pied in trying questions of fact by oral evidence, and all 
the rest of the work—everything, at any rate, of an ad- 
ministrative character, much of which has hitherto been 
done in court—will, in a perpetually accelerated ratio, be 
relegated to chambers. 

It is but little benefit to the suitor to have his cause 
heard, and a decree in his favour duly pronounced, if he 
is deprived of the fruits of that decree because of defects 
in the machinery for carrying it out; and therefore we 
consider it by far the lesser of the two evils—if we must 
choose between them—that somewhat fewer causes 
should be heard, and those that are should be 
effectually prosecuted, than that a perpetually increasing 


-stream of business should be poured from court into 


chambers, there to stagnate for want of any sufficient 
arrangements for properly disposing of it. But why 
should we have to choose between these evils? It 
remains to be seen whether any such accumulation of 
arrears of court business as suggested would result from 
the adoption of this most salutary reform, and, ifit should 
be so, the remedy is obvious, though, with the fear of the 
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Chancellor of the Exchequer before our eyes, we refrain 
from expressing it in type. 





Ir srzms that her Majesty’s Court of Appeal will shortly 
be called upon to decide the momentous question whether 
the nocturnal sale of ginger beer in an unlicensed house 
is a punishable offence. The law and the facts involved 
in the case are very simple. An Act passed in 1860 (23 
Vict. c. 27) provides (section 6) that “all houses, rooms, 
shops, or buildings kept open for public refreshment, 
resort, and entertainment,” between nine p.m. and five 
a.m., and not licensed for the sale of liquor, ‘‘ shall be 
deemed refreshment houses, and the resident owner, 
tenant, or occupier thereof shall be required to take out 
a licence to keep a refreshment house.” In the next 
year, by 24 & 25 Vict. c. 91, 8. 8, “ten p.m.” was sub- 
stituted for “nine p.m.” as the test hour. Such being 
the law, the facts in Howes, appellant v. The Board 
of Inland Revenue, respondents, were these:— The 
defendant kept a single room shop fitted with a 
counter, but not supplied with chairs or tables. 
In this shop he sold to the public ginger beer 
and lemonade, and those beverages only, and was 
for so doing convicted, under 23 Vict. c. 27, of keeping 
a refreshment house without a licence. Upon a case 
stated under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43, the majority of the 
new divisional court for hearing appeals from inferior courts 
(Field and Grove, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. Cleasby, 
B., however, dissented, on the ground that the defendant's 
shop, however much kept for “ public refreshment and 
resort,” was not kept for “ public entertainment ”’ also. 
It must be remarked that it is not the particular sale 
which supports a conviction, but the object for which 
the house is kept open. The particular sale is only 
evidence of that object. Now, was this house kept open 
for public refreshment, resort, and entertainment or not ? 
We think it was. No doubt in Taylor v. Oram (10 
W. R. 800, 31 I. J. M. C. 252), where it was held that 
a dancing-house did not come within 23 Vict. c. 27, 
Pollock, C.B., said that “‘ refreshment’ is partial, and not, 
perhaps, very satisfactory, but ‘entertainment’ means 
something more substantial and better fitted to give 
entire satisfaction,” but this was but an obiter dictum. 
Nor can any legal inference be drawn from the state- 
ment of Mr. Locke in that case that the word “or’”’ 
occurred in the Bill as originally drawn, but that “and” 
was substituted advisedly. In the recent case of 
Muir v. Keay (23 W. R.700, L. R. 10 Q. B. 594), decided 
on the same statute, it was said by Blackburn, J., that, 
“ notwithstanding what was said in the Court of Ex- 
chequer,” the word “entertainment” merely meant 
“the reception and accommodation of the public,” 
aud the court affirmed the conviction of a trades- 
man who had combined the attractions of ginger 
beer with those of coffee and cigars. It may be 
thought absurd to adopt a construction of the statute 
which would be fatal to a purveyor of iced water. But 
the purpose of the enactment was, we imagine, double— 
to get a few pounds for the revenue, and to protect 
public order at late hours, when evasions of all kinds 
become easy. It is not only the unlicensed purveying 
of the Leverage, be it coffee or be it ginger beer, that 
constitutes the offence, but also the inducing large bodies 
of her Majesty’s subjects to congregate together at a time 
when, if they should happen to have brought (say) their 
own spirit flasks with them, and to have drunk to 
excess thereout, their drunkenness would become 
a more than ordinary nuisance to the public. We 
may remark that it had been recommended by a parlia- 
mentary committee in 1854 that ‘‘ all coffee shops, tem- 
perance hotels, shell-fish shops, and similar places of 
public resort should be required to be licensed for their 
respective purposes,” and we suppose that the “ refresh. 
ment house” licence had its origin in that recommenda- 
tion. The refreshment house keeper is liable to domi- 
ciliary visits by the police at any time without cause as- 
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signed (23 Vict. c. 27, s. 18), and he must close at the 
same hour as the licensed victualler properly go called 
(Licensing Act, 1874, s. 11). 





Our ance Scorrise contemporary, the Journal o 

Jurisprudence, has been moved to indignation by the 
law reporting in the daily newspapers. “It has 
remarked,” it says, “‘ that a comic paper is nothing the 
worse of an occasional joke, and it appears to us that 
the law intelligence which we see in the morning papers 
would be nothing the worse of a little Jaw. The lay 
reports in the Scotch newspapers are utterly useless ty 
professional men. If 4 new judge, who has not been 
long enough on the bench to have a roll, goes away in 
the forenoon—if a counsel who has been working half 
the night is five minutes late—the circumstance ig sure 
to be duly chronicled. But when an important question 
of law is to be decided by the judges of the Inner 
House, it is perfectly safe to predict that the newspaper 
report will be a travesty of truth, and will exhibit an 
utter ignorance of the real points in the case.” We 
cannot go so far as this last remark with reference 
to the London daily papers; we are bound, indeed, 
in fairness to say that many of the reports, especially 
in the leading journal, are, considering the limited 
time allowed to the reporters for preparation, re. 
markably clever and accurate condensations. But 
there is a kind of reporting, happily not very prevalent, 
which aims at giving what we have heard called “the 
babble of the judges.’ We all know the characteristics 
of this graphic style. Learned judges, in feeling their 
way to the decision of a case, often throw out suggestions 
for the mere purpose of hearing what is to be said upon 
them ; or occasionally, by way of relieving the monotony 
of their work, perpetrate a paradox or a joke. These, 
together with the observations of counsel in reply, are 
all diligently garnered by the industrious reporter, and 
ure reproduced next morning in the columns of the daily 
journal. Thus, to take an instance quite at random 
from a report which appeared in a daily journal this 
week, we find the following important consecutive judicial 
remarks recorded :— 

“Mr. Justice ——.—Where is the authority for that? 

[Two lines of observations by counsel.]' 

Mr. Justice ——-.—But on what principle can you rest 
it? 

[Three lines of observations by counsel.] 

Mr. Justice ——.— We don’t see that.” 

The encouragement given to this practice by the 
Tichborne case threatened, at one time, largely to extend 
the operations of the legal small talk chroniclers, but it 
would appear that either lack of public interest or lack 
of room has operated in the opposite direction, and we 
are not without hope that a time may come when 
judges may talk without finding a Boswell in the back 
benches. x 





THE INEQUALITIES which arise in thedistribution of busi- 
ness in the different courts of first instance in the Chan- 
cery Division, are exemplified by the present state of the 
business in the courts of Vice-Chancellor Malins and 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon. Inthe former, we believe, there 
are more than 100 effective causes waiting to be heard. 
In the latter court there is not enough business to occupy 
the judge during the whole of next week. This being 80, of 
course the usual expedient of a transfer will be resorted 
to, and we may be allowed to suggest, in the interest of 
suitors, that the causes to be transferred should not be 
those most recently set down, but that those set down 
several months ago should obtain a chance of a speedy 
hearing. This, we should suppose, ought to be one of the 
main objects of a transfer. 
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THE NEW PRACTICE. 


[xtITULING THE Writ 1n AcTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATION. 
—The Clerks of Records and Writs request us to draw 
the attention of our readers to the following notice :— 

“Considerable confusion having arisen in actions for 
administration of an estate, from the practice of adding, 
after the issue of the writ, a title ‘In the matter of the 
estate,’ &c., solicitors are requested, in all actions for 
administration, to intitule the writ in the following 
form :— 

In the matter of the estate 
of A. B. 
Between G. H., plaintiff, 
R. S., defendant, 
It will thus be possible to index these actions in the 
cause-book under the name of the estate to be adminis. 
tered.” 





Writ 1x Creprrors’ Acrions.—It will be remembered 
that Vice-Chancellor Hall in Cooper v. Blissett (ante, p. 
931,24 W. R. 235), expressed an opinion that it is not 
now necessary for a creditor to sue in terms on behalf of 
the other creditors. A contrary view was taken by the 
Master of the Rolls on Saturday last in Worraker v. Pryer 
(22 W. R. 269), so that a difference of practice will prob- 
ably prevail until the point has been settled. According 
to the form given in appendix A., part 2,8. 1, to the 
tules of court, the indorsement of claim on the writ need 
not show that the creditor is suing on behalf of any one 
but himself. But the Master of the Rolls, considering 
the indorsement as analogous in this respect to the old 
prayer for relief, did not think that the fact of its being 
unnecessary in the indorsement to show this was any 
ground for regarding it as unnecessary in the writ itself, 
and he differed from Vice-Chancellor Hall, who seems 
to have thought that the representative form was some- 
times dispensed with even under the old practice. We 
apprehend that the safe course in these actions will be 
to express in the writ that the action is on behalf of the 
plaintiff “ and all the other creditors” of the deceased. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


New Evipence on Appeat.—We noted (ante, p. 151) a 
ease of Justice v. The Mersey Steel and Iron Company (re- 
ported 24 W. R. 199), in which the Court of Appeal, on De- 
eember 21, held that an application, under ord. 58, r. 5, 
for leave to introduce further evidence on the hearing of 
an appeal (which cannot be done on an appeal from a 
judgment after trial or hearing of any cause or matter 
Upon the merits without the special leave of the court) is 
60 be made at the hearing of the appeal, notice of the in- 
tention to make the application having been previonsly 
given to the other side. The court held that it was not 
necessary for the appellants to serve a formal notice of 
motion on the respondents with the view of obtaining the 
leave to introduce the new evidence before the hearing of 
the appeal. The rule thus laid down does not, however, 
seem to be yet known to the profession, for on Saturday, 
January 29, in a case of Hastie v. Hastie, in which notice 
of appeal from a decision of Vice-Chancellor Malins had 
been given, the appellant applied ex parte for the permis- 
tion of the court to serve thie respondent with a notice of 
motion asking the leave of the court to adduce fresh evi- 
dence on the hearing of the appeal. The court said, as 
they had said in the previous case, that the proper course 
was to give notice to the respondent of the appellant's 
intention to make the application at the hearing of the 
appeal, and that no leave of the court was required for 
the giving of that notice. 


_ResrRatninG Procerpinesin THE Hicu Court.—Theques- 

a has on several occasions since the 1st of November last 
arisen in the;Court of Bankruptcy whether the power con- 
ferred on that court by section 13 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, of restraining, at any time after the presentation of a 





bankruptcy petition, further proceedings in’ any action, 
suit, execution, or other legal process against the debtor in 
respect of any debt provable in binkruptcy, has been taken 
away by section 24 of the Judicature Act of 1873. The re- 
gistrars have, we believe, more than once decided that 
the power still exists, and this view was adopted 
by the Court of Appeal on Thursday, February 3, 
in a case of Ee Parte Ditton. Lord Justice James, 
indeed, thought the point almost too clear for argu- 
ment. The 5th clause of section 24 of the Act of 1873 
provides that “ no cause or proceeding at any time pending 
in the High Court of Justice, or before the Court of Appeal, 
shall be restrained by prohibition or injunction.” Bat by 
section 16 the jurisdiction of the London Court of Bank- 
Tuptcy was transferred to the High Court, and by section 
84, the business of the London Court of Bankruptcy was 
assigned to the Exchequer Division of the High Court. 
The Act of 1875, however, by section 9 enacts that the 
jurisdiction of the London Court of Bankruptcy “ shall not 
be transferred under the principal Act to the High 
Court of Justice, but shall continue the same in all 
respects as if such transfer had not been made 
by the principal Act.” Lord Justice Mellish pointed out 
that, if the power of restraining proceedings had been 
taken away from the Court of Bankruptcy, the result 
would be that, inasmuch as no power of administering the 
assets of a bankrapt is vested in the High Coart, in very 
many cases, such as questions of fraudulent preference, 
the whole matter could not be disposed of in one court, 
and thus the very abuse which existed before the 
passing of the Act of 1869 would have been restored, 
and this would be entirely opposed to the spirit and in- 
tention of the Judicature Act itself. His lordship said 
that he believed the reason why the Act of 1875 had 
separated the London Court of Bankruptcy again from the 
High Court was this, that it had been discovered that the 
effect of the Act of 1873 would have been to deprive the 
London Court of the power of restraining proceedings in 
other branches of the High Court, while the county courts, 
as courts of bankruptcy, would have retained the jarisdic- 
tion. The Court of Appeal were unanimous in holding 
without avy hesitation that the jurisdiction of the Court of 
Bankruptcy to restrain proceedings remains intact. 


Derautt oF AprEARANcE—OxpD Suir.—On Thursday, 
January 27, before the Master of the Rolls, in a case of The 
Provident Permanent Building Society v. Greenhill, the 
fects were thas a bill was filed in June, 1875, and 
duly served on the defendants, some of whom entered 
appearances. Interrogatories were afterwards s-rved on 
all the defendants. One defendant entered no appear- 
ance and put in no answer. Cozens Hardy moved, for 
directions how to continue the suit. He drew the 
attention of the court to the case of Culley v. Buttifant 
(24 W. k. 55, L. R. 1 Ch. D. 84), in which Vice- 
Chancellor Hall had decided that an answer in an old suit 
was not a defence within the meaning of ord. 29, r. 10, 
so as to entitle a plaintiff to move for judgmen! against a 
defendant in default. The Master of the Rolls said that this 
case was not like Cuiley v. Buttifant, because the defendant 
here was in default, not for failing to put in an answer, but 
for non-appearance. He ordered the suit to go on under 
the new practice. The plaintiff was to go on as if the 
the defendant had appeared (ord. 13,r. 9), and then the 
defendant would have to deliver a defence. If the defence 
was not delivered in time, the plaintiff was to set down the 
suit on motion for judgment, under ord. 29, r. 10, upon an 
affidavit of default in ae of defence, and for all pur- 
poses the bill might be treated as a statement of claim. 


Crevrirors’ Actions ror ADMINISTRATION.—In a case of 
Worraker v. Pryer, before the Master of the Rolls on 
Saturday, January 27, which was an action brought by a 
creditor for the administration of the real and 
estate of a deceased debtor, and in which no statement of 
claim had been delivered, his lordship directed the writ of 
summons to be amended, on the ground that it was not ex- 
pressed to be an action on behalf of the plaintiff “and all 
other the creditors” of the deceased. 
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Srenature oF Counset to SpecraL Casz.—On Thursday, 
January 27, before the Master of the Rolls, in a case 
of Hare v. Hare, B. B. Rogers applied to the court 
for a direction as to whether a special case under 
statute 13 & 14 Vict. c. 35 (Sir George Turner’s Act), 
ought or ought not still to be signed by counsel, Sec- 
tion 10 of that Act enacts that every special case “ shall be 
signed by counsel,” but r.S of ord. 34 only says that a 
special case “shall be prirted by the plaintiff, and signed 
by the several parties or their solicitors.” Ord. 4, of the 
additional rules of 12th of August, 1875, says that 
this r. 3 shall apply to a special case under Sir George 
Turner’s Act. The Master of the Rolls said the orders and 
rules bad, by implication, repealed that part of Sir George 
Turner’s Act which made signature of counsel necessary. 
The theory of counsel’s signature was to keep the court 
free from scandal. It was at one time proposed that all 
the new pleadings should be signed by counsel, but then it 
was thought that the court could take care of its own plead- 
ings, and that, looking at the innumerable petty actions in 
the Common Law Divisions in which counsel's signatures 
would be used if any general rule were Jaid down, it was best 
to dispense with it altogether. 


Accounts axp Inquiries 1n District RecrstriEs.—In 
the case of Walker v. Robinson, an administration action 
coramenced by writ issued ont of the district registry at 
Bradford, the defendant not having appeared, the action 
was transferred to London (see 24 W. R. 137), and the 
plaintiff proceeded, under ord. 13, r. 9, as in default of ap- 
pesrance. A statement of claim having been filed, as pro- 
vided in such cases (see ord. 19, r. 6), the action came on 
on motion for judgment before Vice-Chancellor Bacon on 
Friday, January 28, The application was for the usual 
accounts and inquiries and for the appointment of a re- 
ceiver, and for leave to apply at chambers to appoint a new 
trustee. The plaintiff desired that the whole decree might 
be carried out in the district registry, but his lordship de- 
cided that section 66 of the Judicature Act, 1873, does 
not apply to such proceedings as the appointment of a 
receiver or a trustee. It was also asked that the fund 
might be paid into the Post-Office Savings’ Bank at Brad. 
ford, but, ss no precedent could be shown, that part of the 
application was refused. The learned judge allowed the 
accounts and inquiries to be taken in the district registry, 
but, as the appointments of receiver and trustee must take 
place in chambers, the plaintiff had the option to have the 
decree drawn up so as to proceed wholly at chambers. 


Nortce or Serine Action Down For JuDGMENT.— 
Before Vice-Chancellor Hall on Thursday, January 27, 
in a case of Lowndes vy. Thomas, in which the defendant 
had made default in patting in an answer, Freeling, for 
the plaintiff, applied to know what notice of intention to 
set down the action on motion for judgment by default of 
pleading ought to be given to the defendant. He pointed 
ont that ords. 29 and 40 are silent on the subject. The 
Vice-Chancellor said that ten clear days’ notice should be 
given, by analogy to the ten days’ notice of trial required 
by ord. 36, r. 9 


Szerrme Down Action on Morton ror JupoMENT Ix 
Dzravtt O¥ Derexce—Removat or Acrion From Dis- 
Taict Recistry—Onxp. 29, r. 10.—On Tuesday. February 1, 
an application was made before Hall, V.C., for an 
order similar to that made by Bacon, V.C., in Walker v. 
Robinson (24 W. R. 137), to remove from the district registry 
to London for the purpose of trial an action which the 
plaintiff was entitled to set down on motion for judgment 
under ord. 29, r.10. The Vice-Chancellor held that it was 
not proper to remove the action for that purpose, as further 
proceedings might be required to he taken in the district 

; but bis lordship directed the documents filed to be 
sent up to London for the purpose of the hearing, and inti- 
mated that the action might then be put in the paper for 
hearing without any further direction. 


Apurmistration Suumons—Powrr oy Distnict Rz- 
GisTe2an.—On Saturday, January 29, an application was 
made before Hall, V.C., in a suit of Ir/am v. Irlam, under 
the following peculiar circumstances, as stated by counsel for 
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the applicant:—The plaintiff had brought an action for exe,. 
cution of the trusts of awill, and the writ had issued andj , 
statement of claim bad been filed in the district registry of 
Liverpool. The district regis‘rar held that he had no power- 
to make an order for accounts and inquiries in the aeti 
but considered that he was, by ord. 35, r. 4, invested with 
the power of a judge at chambers, and could, therefore, make. 
ad-cree npon an administration summons, The plaintif 
accordingly institated a suit by summons, upon which thy 
district registrar made a decree directing accounts and jp. 
quiries, and, the decree having been carried out, the district 
registrar ordered that the cause should be heard on farther 
consideration in London. The Record and Writ Clerks, how. 
ever, refused to set it down for hearing, on the ground of 
irregularity in the proceedings, and the plaintiff applied to 
the court for a direction to set down the cause. On the Igt- 
of February the Vice-Chancellor said that he had taken time 
to communicate with the senior registrar on the matter, 
and had come to the conclusion that the proceedi 
hitherto taken were altogether erroneous. The district rg. 
gistrar had no power to make an administration decree, 
His lordship then made an order, under ord. 33, directing 
accounts and inquiries in the suit, and ordered the cause to 
be heard in London on further consideration upon the r.. 
sult of the accounts and inquiries being reported. 


Norticr or Morton To set asipE ORDER oF REFereycg, 
—In the Queen’s Bench Division on Monday, January 31, 
in acase of Young v. Coz, Powell, Q. C., moved the court for 
an order to set aside an order of reference and the award 
thereon. Cockburn, C.J., asked whether notice had been 
given to the other side under ord. 53,r. 4. It appearing 
that no such notice had been given, under the impression 
that it was not required,and that the time for giving it had 
expired, the court (Cockburn, C.J., and Blackbnro and 
Lusb, JJ.) stopped the application and gave leave for notice 
of motion to be given, saying that an order of reference 
was clearly a proceeding in an action, and therefore that a 
motion to set it aside must be made under ord. 53. rr, 3 
and 4. 


TransreR TO ANoTHER Divistoy.—In the Probate, &,, 
Division, on Tuesday, February 1, Bayford applied to Sir 
James Hannen, as president of the division, tor his consent,. 
under ord. 51, r. 2, to the transfer of the case of Barr y, 
Barr from the Chancery Division. It appeared that the 
Masterof the Rolls had directed the transfer, the aotion 
being one for the appointment of a receiver and adminis- 
trator pending a probate suit, and for an injanction to pre- 
vent other persons from intermeddling with the property. 
The president said that it would be very prejadicial to the 
interests of suitors if, after one judge bad arrived at the 
conclusion that the transfer of an action was desirable, 
any other judge should throw a difficulty inthe way. He, 
therefore, consented to the transfer, the action to be as 
signed to himself in accordance with ord. 51, r. 3. 


CommMENCEMENT OF PropaTE Proveepinas,—In the Pro~ 
bate, &c., Division on Toesday, February 1, in Dyke v. Shep- 
hard, a suit by the Queen’s Proctor for revocation of a 
grant of letters of administration obtained by a person 
claiming to be the sister of the deceased, Gorst, Q.0» 
moved for revocation of the letters of administration, and 
for a grant of administration to the Solicitor to the Trea 
snry on proof of advertisements of the citation. The pre~ 
sident of the division pointed out that the proceedings had 
been taken in the wrong form, since ord. 1, r. 1, provides 
that “all suits which have hitherto been commenced by 
bill or information in the High Court of Chancery, or by 
citation or otherwise in the Court of Probate, shall be in- 
stituted in the High Court of Justice by a proceeding tobe 
called an action,” while by ord. 2, r. 1, “every action in 
the High Court shall be commenced by a writ of summons,” 
to be indorsed in the way provided. The motion wae 
ultimately adjourned. 





, 


The offices of the Lord Advocate of Scotland have beem 
removed from Spring-gardens to the Home Office, 

Mr. Alexander Staveley Hill, Q.0., M.P., bas been sp- 
pointed a Deputy-Lieutenant for Staffordshire. 
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SUBSTITUTED PERFORMANCE OF CON- 
TRACT UNDER THE STATUTE OF FRAUDS. 


Ir may be that the extreme harshness of the decision in 
the late case of Sanderson v. Graves (23 W. R. 797, L. R. 
10 Ex. 234) misleads our judgment; but we find great 
difficulty in believing that the decision is correct. 

The plaintiffs had agreed in writing with the defend- 
ant to t him a lease of certain premises, with a 

ial stipulation that if he sold the lease for more than 
$1,200 he should pay the plaintiffs half the difference. 
Jn the course of subsequent negotiations the terms of the 
lease were slightly altered, partly in favour of the plain- 
tiffs, and partly in favour of the defendant, and a lease 
was executed on these alteredterms. None of the altera- 
tions had been reduced to writing; and as the jury 
found, the stipulation as to dividing the profits continued 
in force or was renewed up to the last. The defendant 
having sold the lease for £2,500, the plaintiffs sought to 
recover half the excess beyond £1,200, but were met by 
the objection that the agreement was within the 
4th section of the Statute of Frauds, and that there 
was no memorandum in writing; the argument 
being that by the subsequent negotiations “the old 
agreement was entirely gone, and a new agreement arose, 
incorporating such parts of the old agreement as the 
did not choose to alter” (an argument founded 

on Goss v. Lord Nugent, 5 B. & Ad. 58, and Marshall 
y. Lynn, 6 M. & W. 100), which new agreement not 
being in writing could not be enforced. To this argu- 
ment the court acceded, except, indeed, that Amphlett, 
B,, held that if it had appeared from any recital in the 
lease or other written evidence, that the lease actually 
granted was in substitution for that mentioned in the 
original agreement, the stipulation in question might 
have been enforced. But this was in effect to concede 
the proposition on which the rest of the court proceeded, 
forif there had been such a written statement, then, 
«z hypothesi, the Statute of Frauds would have been 
satisfied, and there would have been no question to argue. 

The ground of the judgment is not so fully and ex- 
plicitly stated as could be wished. The difficulty seems 
tobethis. The plaintiffs were suing on the defendant’s 
agreement to pay over half of what he made by the lease 
beyond £1,200. That was aterm of the original agree- 
ment. But it was impossible to prove exact performance 
om the plaintiffs’ part of the original agreement, because, 
in fact, it had not been carried out, but a lease had been 
granted on different terms than those originally agreed 
Upon ; it wasin some particulars a different lease, though 
ofthe same premises. On the other hand, the plaintiffs 
could not rely on any new agreement, because it was not 
in writing. Therefore they were driven to say that 

was no new agreement, and in fact they declared 
mthe old agreement, and averred the performance of 
tonditions precedent. Strictly, it was impossible they 
thould recover on this decleration, for they could not 
Prove this averment; and the question came to be 
Whether they could have recovered on a declaration 
erring that the defendant accepted the lease on the new 
terms in lieu of a lease on the terms originally agreed 
Upon. No question of pleading was raised, and no 
amendment was asked for; but the judgment proceeds 
% the same footing as if such an amendment had been 
made, for it proceeds on the examination of whether there 
ould be such a substitution of performance without a 
Rew agreement. 

Now there is no doubt there may be a waiver of con- 
ditions precedent, and it is not disputed that this may 
take place with contracts under the Statute of Frauds. 
Leuther Cloth Company v. Hieronymus (23 W. R. 592, 
LR. 10 Q. B. 140) is a strong instance of such a waiver 
it the shape of substituted performance, and in the 
Present case Bramwell, B., admits “there may be a 
Waiver, not in writing, of part performance, which is not 
the whole consideration, but,” he adds, “ that is not the 
se here.” His argument, however, goes to show that 





there can be no such waiver, for it goes on this—that 
one performance can only be substituted for another by 
the agreement of the parties, and that in a contract all 
the things to be performed by one party are the con- 
sideration for all to be performed by the other. But if 
so, then every waiver is a variation of the contract, and 
there can be no waiver without a new contract. But 
surely there is a confusion here between promise and 
performance. The mutual promises support one another, 
and together constitute the entire contract, but per- 
formance relates, not to the contract itself, but to the 
fulfilment of it. And waiver relates to performance. 
Waiver has no effect till it is acted upon; when it is 
acted upon it becomes equivalent to performance. It 
has the same effect with respect to performance that 
accord and satisfaction has with respect to breach. If 
the fulfilment of the promise may be infringed upon by 
waiver, to what extent may this go? Not, Bramwell, 
B., says, to the whole consideration. But what does 
this mean? Whole in the sense that every part is the 
same, or whole in the sense that no part is the same? 
The contract itself shows that the former cannot be 
meant, though the logic of the argument seems to require 
it. But if the latter is meant, how can it be said that 
the whole consideration was waived, when it was only 
changed in some few particulars. We cannot but feel 
great misgivings as to the soundness of the judgment on 
this point. 

But there is another ground on which, with reference 
to the finding of the jury, it would seem possible to have 
supported the plaintiffs’ right of action. Is it clear that 
a contract that if you will execute a lease to me I will, 
on @ contingency, pay you a sum of money, need be in 
writing at all? Morgan v. Griffith (19 W. R. 957, L. R. 
6 Ex. 70), Erskine v. Adeane (21 W. R. 804, L. R. 8 Ch. 
756) and Angeli v. Duke (23 W. R. 307, L. R. 10 Q. B. 
174), seem authorities to the contrary. If, then, the 
original contract was rescinded, what was there to pre- 
vent a new contract arising which required no writing ? 
The jury found that the promise to share the profit was 
continued or renewed. Why, then, might it not have 
been taken that, the original contract having been aban- 
doned, the defendant did promise the plaintiffs that if 
they would execute the lease, which they did execute, he 
would pay them half the profit he might obtain? There 
seems good reason to say that such a promise might well 
have been sustained. 








On Wednesday last the Master of the Rolls announced 
that as the present practice of tixing daya for the hearing of 
causes with witnesses was producing the greatest incon- 
venience, he should fix no more days, but give two days in 
every week to the hearing of such cases. There would be 
two distinct cause lists in future, and causes with witnesses 
would be heard on Tuesdays and Wednesdays until further 
orders. 


Tn a revenue case of Jepson v. Griddle, heard on Friday, 
January 28, before the Exchequer Division, the Times’ re- 
porter says the Attorney-General, after stating that form- 
erly the judges used to sit in Serjeants’-inn to hear 
these cases, proceeded to quote from the reports of the 
Inland Revenue, from which office a gentleman used to at- 
tend and state the case on both siv’es impartially. Baron 
Huddleston said :—‘ These cases are doubtless accurate, 
but they do not give the arguments or jadgments as do oar 
authorized reports. I doubt if they are admissible.” 

The Academy says that Messrs. Rivingtons will shortly 
bring out the ‘ Principal Ecclesiastical Judgments” de- 
livered in the Court of Arches from 1867 to 1875 by Sir 
Robert Phillimore. Speaking of the emolaments of his 
office, Sir Robert makes the following statement in his 
preface: ‘‘The office, though that of the highest eccle- 
siastical judge in England, was, during my tenure of it, one 
of much honour, but really of no emolament. Ido ro; 
think that in 1872 I had received enough to pay the ex- 
penses incident to my appointment in 1867. The emola- 
ment was, in fact, a very few pounds a year.” 
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Recent Becisians.. 


ARBITRATION. 
(Lewis v. Rossiter, Ex., 23 W. R. 833.) 


Of the numerous points raised in this case it may be 
useful to refer to the following:—Under a submission 
which referred a cause and all matters in difference, with 
“power” to the arbitrator to decide all matters and 
questions, to do justice between the parties, and to order 
what should be done, the arbitrator, acting under the 
“‘ power,” gave a direction which was held to be bad, on 
the ground that it directed sums to be paid to the plaintiff 
at future periods in respect of future injury to premises 
in which, before the day of payment, he might have 
parted with his interest as lessee (see the not very in- 
telligible case of Barnardiston v. Fowler, 10 Mod. 204). 
The question then arose, whether this excess vitiated the 
award. On the ground that the power was discretionary, 
so that the arbitrator could not be said to have failed 
to decide anything which he was bound to decide, it was 
held not to make the award bad, upon the principle so 
well expressed by Willes, C.J., in Canoles v. Fuller 
(Willes, 62), “‘ An award may be good in part and bad in 
part, that is, bad as to the matters that are not within 
the submission and good as to the rest, provided they are 
entire and distinct, and do not at all depend upon the 
matters awarded which are not within the jurisdiction.” 
Further, an objection was raised by plea that the 
award did not settle all matters in difference, 
and that there were other matters in difference between 
the parties still undetermined. The plea was held bad 
for not showing that the alleged matters in difference 
were brought before the arbitrator, and that he refused 
to determine them. This is clear; but yet it is well for 
arbitrators to take notice of it, because it is often their 
practice under such submissions to ask whether there are 
any other matters of difference, under the impression 
that their award will be bad if there should be such, 
though not brought to their notice, and in this way they 
sometimes create an unnecessary embarrasement for 
themselves by setting the parties on questions they would 
never otherwise have thought of. Thirdly, the question 
arose whether the award was not bad for awarding 
costs of the cause and reference without specifying 
the amount. As the costs of the cause could be 
taxed in the county court, and those of the refer- 
ence in the Queen’s Bench, of which the submission 
was to be made a rule, the difficulty which arose 
in Winter v. Garlick (1 Salk. 75) was evaded. But 
Bramwell, B., expressed some doubt as to whether. if 
this had been otherwise, the arbitrator was bound to tax 
the costs himself. Every doubt expressed by that learned 
judge is entitled to great respect ; but yet we should not 
think it safe to act upon his suggestion, for the obvious 
reason that euch an award would leave something unde- 
fined which there is no regular machinery to determine, 
and which can, therefore, be only settled by a fresh in- 
quiry in a new proceeding. 


LIABILITY OF RAILWAY COMPANY AS 
WAREHOUSEMEN. 
(Mitchell v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Com- 
pany, Q.B., 23 W. R. 853, L. R. 10 Q. B. 256.) 
The position of carriers, and particularly of railway 
companies, after the transit is ended, and a reasonable 
time for removal has elapsed, has been the subject of 
frequent consideration, and that their liability does not 
exceed that of mere warehousemen has been long firmly 
established. But the special terms of the advice notes 
in which they seek themselves to define their position 
and liabilities have not hitherto come before the courts, 
In the present case the defendants sought to absolve 
themselves from all liability for damage to goods allowed 
to remain exposed to the weather by the terms of an 


———————————— 
by this company, not as common carriers, but ag yw; 
housemen, at owner's sole risk, and subject to the usu 
warehouse charges.” But the court declined to 
more force to the words than that of expressing that th 
defendants no longer held the goods, as common 
at insurer's risk; they remained, therefore, still lish), 
for negligence. 


LIABILITY OF FURNITURE REMOVERS, 
(Scaife v. Farrant, Ex.Ch., _ W. R. 840, L, R. 10 Bx, 
358. 


Having regard to the expressions used in Liver Alkalj 
Company v. Johnson (20 W. R. 633, L. R. 7 Ex, 338 
this case will attract more attention than it would other, 
wise have merited. The defendant carried on the now 
common trade of undertaking the removal in his own 
vans, or “‘ by road and rail,” of furniture, &c. Apparently, 
he always did this under a special contract, and in the 
memorandum, which formed his agreement with the 
plaintiff, he expressly agreed to undertake the “ risk of 
breakages not exceeding £5 on any one article.” On the 
construction of this contract, and particularly on this 
term of it, the Court of Exchequer Chamber, affi 
the decision of the court below, held that he did not 
take the plaintiff's goods on the terms of a common 
carrier, and was not, therefore, liable for the destruction 
of the goods by fire, during their transit by rail, and 
without any negligence on his part. It became therefore 
unnecessary to consider, what would have made the case 
of a more general importance, whether, apart from this 
special stipulation, he would have been liable as a com. 
men carrier; but it is to be noticed that the inclination 
of opinion in the court was opposed to this view. 








Rebhtews. 


LAW OF TORTS. 


Leapine Cases on THE Law or Torts DETERMINED IN THE 
Courts or AMERICA AND ENGLAND; witH Norgs. By 
Mervittz M. Bicetow, Little, Brown & Co., Boston, 
Sampson Low & Co., London. 


The original work of the late Mr. J. W. Smith in two 
thin volumes (whose dimensions we regretfully compare 
with those of succeeding editions), itself probably sug- 
gested by the celebrated reports of Saunders with their 
superincumbent strata of notes, has been followed bya 
series of similar works which testify to the convenience 
of the form adopted. The present work is of the same 
class, and it deserves to be known to English readers, 
Its scope is, as the title indicates, more limited 
than that of Smith’s Leading Cases; but within its 
limits, the treatment is more full and systematic. 
We are not sure that we understand the principle on 
which the sequence of the groups of subjects is 
based, and if it were proposed as scientifically accurate, 
we think it could not be accepted; but that in a work of 
this nature is of secondary importance, provided that 
each group is sufficiently complete within itself, and that 
taken altogether they cover the whole field. And this 
condition is, we think, fulfilled. 

Comparing the work as a whole with Smith's Leading 
Cases, the difference is to be noticed that, from the more 
systematic character of the design, each leading case oF 
group of cases, with the notes, forms a tolerably complete 
summary of one distinct branch of the law, while ia 
Smith the leading case, with its note, is often rather an 
illustration of and comment upon a single point thas 
the summary of a general topic. For the same reason 
more scope is given to the discussion of the principlesof the 
law, and this, perhaps, considering the nature of the 

is sometimes in excess. It is also.a feature of great in- 
terest, and we think also of great value, that the note is 
in each case introduced by an historical sketch of the 





advice note, which stated that the goods “are now held 


branch of law illustrated. 





We say of great value, be-, 
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qause, though, as the author truly observes, the merely 
, lawyer will pay but slight attention so it, it is 
only welcome to thoze who have some interest in law 
that of the present moment, but also furnishes 
to those who will take the pains to study it an im- 
rtant leading thread in interpreting the course of 
decision, and in estimating the tendency and the limits 

of the doctrine which the decisions have established. 
The first division of the work comprehends the four 
ps of Deceit, Slander and Libel, Malicious Prosecu- 
tion, and Conspiracy ; the first three evidently connected 
the common element of falsehood, the last apparently 
aided from its close historical connection with the third. 
The first of these groups has for its sub-groups, Mis- 
ntation, Slander of Title, and Infringement of Trade- 
Marks. The topic of misrepres entation exhibits in the 
historical portion the curious and interesting fact that 
itis probably the first known form of an action on the 
case. The author, however, by no means loses himself in 
antiquarian investigation, but brings down the law on the 
subject clearly and correctly to the latest date. As 
t be expected he canvasses the recent conflicting 
decisions as to the extent to which a principal is liable 
for the fraud of his agent, and inclines strongly against 
the tendency of those cases which are in favour of enlar- 
ging that liability. But, although much of his comment 
on the decisions is just and appropriate, we cannot assent 
tothe correctness of his reasoning at pp. 33, &c., where 
he appears to us to lose sight of the fact that no one has 
ever asserted that the liability of the principal can extend 
to frauds committed by the agent otherwise than in 
matters within the general scope of his agency. 

The head of Slander and Libel is again divided into 
three groups, the first relating to what is in itself (that 
is, apart from privilege) actionable, the second relating 
to malice in law, the third to malice in fact, under which 
head the doctrine of privileged communications is placed. 
Notwithstanding the. ingenious historical speculations 
which are presented under the second head, we cannot 
concur with the view which the writer seems to indorse, 
that the element of malice can safely be eliminated from 
the definition of libel, or that the words “ not uttered on 
a justifiable occasion ” would be an adequate substitute. 
It is sometimes lost sight of that the discussion as to im- 
plied malice relates only to a portion of what is contained 
inthe averment that the written or spoken words were 
uttered “maliciously,” that is, to the existence of a 
malicious purpose in the utterer. But, in fact, the 
averment extends also to the quality of the words 
wed, and requires that they should be in their nature 
maleficent. ‘To assert that a man is only 5ft. llin. high 
may be false, but cannot, except under very peculiar 
circumstances, be maleficent, and therefore not in 
alegal sense malicious, nor, therefore, libellous. But if 
Words be in their nature and circumstances maleficent, 
then, as every man must reasonably be assumed to know 
the natural and direct consequence of his acts, it is good 
tense to say also that they are also malevolent, and hence 
also malicious, unless some of those circumstances exist 
which, under the name of privileged occasions, give a 
sufficient reason for their utterance without requiring 
that motive to be supposed. We may notice, with respect 
to the head of privilege, that, notwithstanding some 
attempts to restrict it within very narrow limits, it 
appears to have secured in America a tolerably wide range, 
éxcecding, we think, ia respect to circulation in the pross, 
what would be conceded here. It is somewhat odd that 
under this head no reference is made to the important 
case of Philadelphia, Washington, and Baltimore Rail- 
way Company v. Quigley (21 How. 202), or to 

48 vy. Anglo-Egyptian Cotton Company (17 
W. R. 498, L. R. 4 Q. B. 262), which followed it, and 
Which relates to the privilege attaching to communications 
‘directors and shareholders in reference to the 

affairs of the company. 


The two remaining groups under this division (Ma- 


lidious Prosecution, including Abuse of Legal Process, 





and Conspiracy) are interesting chiefly for the historical 
introduction, for the contents of which we must refer 
our readers to the volume. We observe, however, that a 
distinction appears to be taken in some American cases 
between prosecutions importing and not importing in- 
famy; the distinction does not seem a reasonable one, 
and is contrary to the authority of Jones v. Gwynn (10 
Mod. 214), which was decided on very good grounds. 

The analysis which we have given of the first division 
will be a sufficient illustration of the plan and structure 
of the work, and of the method of its execution, which 
appears to us to be good throughout, though, as a mat- 
ter of course, not always equally good. For instance, 
on the question of a master's right to sue for an injury 
which causes the death of his servant, the author cites a 
very unsatisfactory and superficial dictum of a text-writer, 
and omits to refer to the case of Osborne v. Gillet (21 
W. R. 409 L. R. 8 Ex. 88), which, whether right or wrong, 
isa direct decision on the point. Sometimes the style be- 
comes more rhetorical than suits a legal treatise, especially 
a collection of annotated cases, as upon the subject of 
service in an action for seduction, and the mother’s right 
to sue for the seduction of her daughter. In explanation 
of this, however, we may observe that in actions of this 
class, where a parent sues, service is construed in America 
even more loosely than here, and is, indeed, by 
the preponderance of authority, reduced to a purely 
constructive one, and held to be even consistent 
with an actual service elsewhere, unless, at least, the 
parent is a party to the contract under which such actual 
service takes place. 

There are some other passages on which we should 
venture to differ from the author’s views, but to discuss 
difficult points would be beyond the scope of this notice. 
There are also some passages where the language is 
carelessly incorrect, but these will no doubt be corrected 
by the author in any future edition, and the mistake is 
in most cases, if not in all, too obvious to mislead. 

We can only notice briefly two further points. Under 
the heads of Trespass and Conversion, the historical com- 
ment will naturally be looked for with interest, and it 
will well repay perusal. The law of Negligence, on the 
other hand, is, practically speaking, of recent creation, 
and, like other modern writers, Mr. Bigelow has devoted 
much space and attention to its analysis and develop- 
ment. In a subject where no one has succeeded he has, 
perhaps, done as well as any other, but in this difficult 
and controverted region the reader will probably find 
more than elsewhere of matter which he will challenge as 
doubtful. In his discussion on the provinces of the 
court and the jury, we cannot think that the author, 
though ingenious, is successful in his analysis, or indeed, 
to our apprehension, altogether intelligible; what he 
says must be taken with caution, but is nevertheless 
useful and profitable reading for those who will study it 
with care and attention. Upon the whole, this difficult 
subject is, we think, well mapped out; but to examine 
it in detail would lead us too far. 

In commending this book, as we do, to the notice of 
our readers, we can further promise them an unusual 
degree of facility in making themselves acquainted with 
its contents; for the print of the double columns is, we 
think, the most easy and agreeable we have ever met with 
in this often troublesome and perplexing form of arrange- 
ment. 


THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS ACT. 


Tur Law or CompsensaTION FoR UNBEXHAUsTED Aorr- 
CULTURAL IMPROVEMENTS, AS AMBNDaD BY THE AGRI- 
cuttunaL Houpines (Enetanp) Acr, 1875; wire rae 
Sraturss, Orprrs, anp Forws, By J. W. Wiis 
Bunp, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths, 


Mr. Willis Bund explains in his preface that his ob- 
ject is to make his book “ not so much a legal treatise 
as a practical guide to those who will have to carry 
out the Act’; hence he has not referred to cases or dis- 
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cussed the more abstruse points arising under the Act. 
We think this design has been well accomplished. The 
provisions of the new law are, on the whole, accurately 
stated, and are so clearly explained that the unprofes- 
sional reader will find it easy to understand their mean- 
ing and effect. Although the author does not profess to 
discuss the difficulties arising upon the Act, he cannot 
avoid an occasional reference to them. Thus (p. 96) he 
notices the necessity which the Act will impose upon 
purchasers to search for charges upon the holding, and 
he draws attention (p. 77) to a matter relating to the 
procedure in assessing the compensation which we have 
not seen remarked upon elsewhere. It will be remembered 
that undersection 36 thecounty court judge, on hearing the 
appeal from the decision of the referees, may either decide 
the case at once or remit it to the referees to re-hear. “ It 
would seem,” says the author, “ that the judge must re- 
tait the case to the same referee, referees, or umpire, for 
there is no power to direct the case to be sent to any new 
referee or umpire. When the matter has been re-heard 
it would seem that the parties have the same right to 
appeal as before, and must go through precisely the same 
steps as in an original appeal.” Our readers may use- 
fully add this observation to the remarks recently made 
in the columns of this journal on the prolonged pro- 
ceedings in which a landlord who allows the Act to come 
into operation may find himself involved. One of Mr. 
Willis Bund’s observations appears to us, however, to be 
more startling than sound. He suggests (p 85) that it is 
possible the 51st section, relating to notice to quit, may 
be held to be applicable to all tenancies from year to 
year. We think that the words of tae 58th section are 
conclusive against this view. ‘ Nothing in this Act shall 
apply to a holding that is not” agricultural .or pastoral, 
cannot, it seems to us, by any judicial perversity, be con- 
strued to mean that something in the Act—viz., section 
51—applies to a holding that is neither agricultural 
nor pastoral. The author's judgment of the Act (p. 3) 
is that it ‘‘is far from being either a complete or satis- 
factory solution of the question. . As a foundation 
for future legislation—the thin end of the wedge—it is 
most valuable; as a solution of the question, almost 
worthless,” 

In conclusion we may point out one or two small inac- 
curacies which should be corrected in the next edition. 
On p. 10 it should be stated that the two years during 
whick a third-class improvement remains unexhausted 
count from the end of the year in which it is executed, 
and not from the time of execution of the improvement. 
On p. 15 it should be stated that the sum payable in re- 
spect of a second-class improvement is the sum properly 
laid out, not, as stated,the “original sum.” We should 
add that Mr. Willis Bund gives a chapter on compensa- 
tion by the custom of the country, containing a list of 
the customs and the places where they prevail, and that 
in an appendix he prints the Act in full, and provides 
a series of useful forms. 


Tue AcricutruraL Hoipines Act; witxH Exposition, 
Apprenpix, Norges, anp Forms. By Henry Wincu, 
Barrieter-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 

Mr. Winch’s plan is to group and print in full the pro- 
visions of the Act, commencing with those relating to its 
application, then giving separately those relating respect- 
ively to the first, second, and third classes of improve- 
ments, and afterwards the miscellaneous or collateral 
provisions of the Act. To each group of sections, there 
are appended a few terse explanatory or critical remarks. 
Most of these are sensible and practical. But for pro- 
fessional readers the portions of the Act relating to pro- 
cedure should have been more fully discussed. The only 
sections on this subject which are grouped are sections 
20, 21,and 37, Mr. Winch apparently assuming that the 
landlord and tenant will agree as to the amount and 
mode of payment of the compensation. The Act is 
printed in full at the end of the book, and some forms 
ate given in an appendix. 





LEGAL INSTITUTIONS AND PROCEDURE Iy 
THE UNITED STATES. 


San Francisco, CaLrFornia, Dee, }, 


From the sketch given last week it will be seen that the 
State and the United States courts work side by side, a per. 
fect line of demarcation existing between them, and each 
system of jurisprudence being perfect in itself. Inasmuch 
as there is nothing in the circumstances of Great Britain to 
necessitate any institution similar to the United States 
courts, it will be best for me to confine my observations to 
the State courts only. 

The business of the Supreme Court is enormous, anj 
if ever justice was brought home to the people it is so here, 
The Supreme Court, excepting in a few cases of habeas 
corpus, mandamus, &o., hears nothing but appeals. The 
litigation in the distcict courts is also enormous. Smail 
amounts are, however, seldom litigated, unless some 
principle is involved. This probably arises from the 
system which prevails here as to costs—a system which 
almost every one, clients as well as attorneys, is satisfied 
with, and which I commend to the consideration of your 
readers. As between party and party, only actual dig. 
bursements are recovered as costs, except in the case of 
litigation in the city and county of San Francisco, in which 
case five per cent. on the amount recovered, not exceeding, 
however, £20, is added to the disbursements. Thus the 
expense of litigation is small. The court fees are very 
low. £2 or £3 for court fees will carry nearly every onse 
to judgment, and much less where the judgment is by 
default. Witnesses’ fees are only 83. perday. As between 
the attorney and his client there is no such thing asa 
taxation of costs. There is usually an agreement for 
lump sum; or if the matter is litigious, a sum is agreed 
upon to be paid by the client in any event, with a further 
fee if successful. Sometimes attorneys are paid a yearly 
fee for all ordinary matters. In case nothing is agreed as 
to amount, the attorney is entitled to be paid a “ reason- 
able” sum. This is not limited as with you, but varies 
according to the waight of the matter, the position of the 
at‘orney in the profession, &., dv. If the olient and 
attorney cannot agree, the ordinary process of trying 
cause to assess the amount must be gone through. There 
are no taxing masters; public opinion in the shape of a 
jury is the best judge of what is fair; bat an action for 
fees by an attorney is a most uncommon occurrence. If 
such a suit is brought the costs are small—much smaller 
than the costs of taxation in England, owing to the cir- 
cumstances I have mentioned above. In some litigation, 
for instance, administration of estates aad partition suits, 
the attorney’s fee is fixed by the judge. Your reader 
will not have forgotten that this mode of dealing with the 
matter in England was suggested in your colamns some 
twelve months or so ago. I do not think it was then 
known to your readers that such a system was actually in 
vogue anywhere; bat I find that here it was adopted 
years ago, and is a perfect success. 

As to the judges and counsel—it is often the fashion 
out of the United States to represent both the bench and 
the baras being very inferior to the Enoglish, nay, owing 
to one or two disgraceful cases in the Eastern States, ths 
bench is said to be corrupt. Now, it must be borne in 
mind that there are always hundreds, nay thcusande, of 
judges in the United States, and if you take any olass of 
men which numbers even hundreds, you are sure to find 
some bad ones amongst them, Such instances are éx- 
tremely rare. In New York tho only jndge there who was 
corrupt that ever I heard of, was kicked ont and punished, 
and amongst the many hundreds now on the bench in the 
different States there may be one or two who deserve the 
same treatment, but there certainly is not one ia 
this State. From the highest to the lowest, they all bear 
the character of being honourable, high-souled men, mostly 
good lawyers, and the country judges, on an average, are 
superior to en average English county court judge, aad 
are almost always men of large legal experience, 

All the State judges are elected ; and it is the fashion in 


Europe, and also in this country, to abuse that system. It 


may not be a good one, but in practice it seems quite a8 
good as yours, Whether the judges are appointed oF 


elected the main object to be attained is that fit men 


should get seats on the bench, Now at every election 
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¢he different parties appoint committees to nominate the 
esndidates whom the party is to support. Usually the 
blicans nominate Republicans, the Democrats, Demo- 
rats, the Independents, Independents, and soon, but the 
lic here recognize the necessity of having good judges. 
ne that if a judge has served a term and behaved himself, 
his name will generally be found on the tickets of all 
ies. At the last election in this city a few weeks back 
only one judge was unseated, and he had never been 
elected before, but had been appointed by the governor, 
ander a special power, to fill a vacancy. Practically, 
therefore, a judicial appointment is permanent so long as 
the ocoupant conducts himself properly. The judges of 
the Supreme Court hold office for ten years, district judges 
ix years, county judges four years, and justices of the 
two years. One result of the elective system, 

which is certainly a pleasant one, is that the most remark- 
able courtesy and consideration pervade the conduct of 
the bench towards the bar. A judge to-day may boa 
eounsel to-morrow, and vics versa, Therefore it is to 
the interest of all concerned that pleasant relations should 
exist. It isa great advantage that, excepting amongst a 
very small proportion of the profession, it is deemed low 
and unprofessional to take any advantage of a brother pro- 
fessional man. You may fight about the real points in- 
volved in a case a8 much and as hard as you like, but woe 
etide you if you seek to take adirty advantage! Rules of 
practice are looked upon as guides to indicate the steps to 
be taken and the mode of doing things, and not as traps to 
eatech an opponent who may have accidently overlooked 
something. So long as a man behaves like a gentleman in 
the. strictest sense of the word, it is not only easy to get 
along, but brother-lawyers cannot make things too pleasant 
for you in business, such is the good professional feeling 
which exists here, and there are seldom any quarrels, 
simply because every one feels constrained to be courteous, 
With regard to the procedure here it is very simple. 
Thereareonly twopleadings on each party's side, complaint 
insimple language and demurrer toanswer, and answer, also 
in simple language, and demurrer to complaint. There is 
no replicatiov, so that ifthe answer is a plea in confession 
and avoidance, the defendant must at the trial come pre- 
to prove the whole of it. Theoretically, this is a de- 

fect, and [ think, in common with a good many others 
here, that it is so practically ; but the evil is a good deal 
modified by the rale which requires that the answer be 
verified on oath if the complaint is. Little attention is 
paid to forms, “we don’t go a cent on them.” Your 
readers may be interested to learn that the process of 
foreign attachment is in full force, and is looked upon as a 
very good thing. It may be oppressive in a few cases, 
but its advantages are considered to far more than counter- 
balance any disadvantages which may arise under it. By 
‘the code of civil procedure, the clerk of the court must 
issue an attachment upon receiving an affidavit by or on 
behalf of the plaintiff, showing that the defendant is in- 
4ebted to him upon a contract express or implied for the 
direct payment of money, and that such contract was made 
Oris payable in this State, and that the payment of the 
ame has not been secured, &c.,or, if secured, that the secu- 
rity has become valueless ; or, that defendant is indebted 
to plaintiff, and isa non-resident of the State, and that 
the attachment is not prosecuted to hinder, delay, or defraud 

oo of the defendant. 

des the process of attachment and the usual process 
of arrest on mesne process, there is a mode of claiming 
and obtaining delivery of personal property at the commence- 
ment of suit which, though well known here, is probably 
quite new to you. The plaintiff in any action to recover 
Possession of property may, at the time of issuing the sum- 
mons, or at any time before answer, file an affidavit show- 
ing that he is the owner, and entitled to possession, of the 
ps ee that it is wrongfully detained by de- 
t, and the alleged oanse of the detention 
thereof, according to his best knowledge, information, and 
, and that it has not been taken for a tax, fine, &0., or 
under an execution or attachment against plaintiff's 
Property, or if so seized, that it is, by statute, exempt from 
seizure. Upon receipt by the sheriff of this affidavit, and an 
ig with two sureties as to damages, he takes the 


 Brperty. The defendant can except to the sufficiency of 


sureties within two days, and they must justify, but in 
Mefauls of successful exception, the sheriff hands over the 





property to the plaintiff, unless the defendant claims a retura 
of it, which he can do upon giving proper security. 

The idea here is that a plaintiff, in every case where it 
is practicable, should have an opportunity, if he is willing 
to pledge bis oath to the claim, of getting seme security 
or certainty of getting the fruits of his proceedings, if 
successful. You are probably aware that execation lies 
against real as well as personal estate, and the sheriff 
must, under a ff. fa., sell a frechold jast as he can 
tables and chairs ; in fact, in many cases, better, fur the 
law here exempts a homestead and certain chattels from 
execution. 

There ig no dissatisfaction with the system of attach- 
ment, claim and delivery, &c. ; there are minor alterations 
made in the code at every session of the Legislature, but 
it has never—of late, at all events—been suggested that 
these remedies should be taken away ; and besides these 
there is a “ mechanics’ lien" Jaw here which seems quite 
permanent, and under which unpaid workmen, &o., oan 
enforce their claims against real estate. 

The system is much strengthened and aided by the laws 
as to recording deeds, &c., which enable constructive 
notice to be given to all the world of any attachment, lien, 
&c., by merely registering a document. This will be a 
point for you in carrying out your new system of land 
transfer. 

As to the codification of the law—this is, I believe, the only 
State which has a complete code, that is, a code applicable to 
every branch of law, practice, and politics. Bat Iam bound 
to say, excepting as to the procedure code, it isa very doubtfal 
success, It certainly is far from embodying all the principles 
of law, and the consequence is that those who want to find 
out what the law is are compelled to study one book more than 
they otherwise would. That itis not possible to perfect a code 
which shall be a complete substitute for all common and statute 
law, up to a certain time, I by no means assert, but nothing 
like that has been accomplished here, and this stands con- 
fessed on the face of thecodes themselves, Our Civil Code is 
taken from the suggested New York Civil Code, which the 
Legislature of that State has always hesitated to pass into & 
law. The codes here are moreover not well executed. 
For instance, there is a volume called the “ Penal Code,” but 
penal enactments are to be found scattered over other parts, 
and experience shows that the different parts want a thorough 
re-arrangement and systamatic cross-references to be even & 
safe guide. 

In conclusion; a learnxd Baron of the Exchequer (now 
retired) at chambers once said, ‘‘ Does a plaintiff ever get the 
fraits of his judgment ?” ‘This shows what he thought was 
the practical utility of your old system, which, notwithstand- 
ing the numerouschanges, does not seem to have made litigation 
any cheaper. Here, it doesnot costmuch to geta decision, and, 
when obtained, it is quite unasual for the loser not to pay. 
Would it not be worth the while of your legislators to ascer- 
in how at and why this is? 





—— 
oe 


Mr. Henry Mather Jackson, Q.C., M.P., has succeeded to 
a baronetcy by the death of his father, Sir William Jacke 
son, of Birkenhead Manor. The new baronet was born in 
1831, and was educated at Harrow, and at Trinity College, 
Oxford, where he graduated second class in classics in 1853. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas 
Term, 1855, and he became a Queen's Counsel in 1873. He 
practises in the court of Vice-Chancellor Bacon. Sir 
Henry Jackson unsuccessfully contested Birkenhead in the 
Liberal interest in 1865, and in 1867 he was elected M.P. 
for Coventry. He was uosuccessful at the general election 
of 1868, but he regained the seatin 1874. 

In a case of Tuylor v. Taylor, before the Master of 
the Rolls on Tuesday last, Jnce, Q.0., for the defendant, 
applied that a sammons, about to be heard by the judge in 
chambers, might be adjourned into court, because the 
parties wished to have the assistance of Queen’s Counsel, 
and it was understood that Queen’s Counsel were not at 
liberty to appear before the judge at chambers. The 
Master of the Rolls remarked he knew of no such rule, 
and there ought not to be any such rule, for suitors 
were entitled to the best assistance they could get, He 
believed that some judges of the Chancery Division ob- 
jected to be attended by counsel in chambers, but he, for 

is part, was always delighted to see them there, for he 
found that cases in which counsel appeared were always 
more quickly disposed of. 
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Saciettes. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday, the following being present, viz. :—Mr. Des- 
borough (chairman), and Messrs. Lovell, Masterman, 
Nisbet, Sawtell, Scadding, Sidney Smith, Thomas, and 
Boodle (secretary). A grant of £50 was made to a member 
who is in a very bad state of health and unable to attend to 
business, and two grants amounting to £20 were made to the 
widow and family of two non-members. Twonew members 
were elected, and other general business was transacted. 
The secretary having reported the death, on the 27th ult., of 
Mr. Samuel Steward, one of the treasurers, a resolution was 
unanimously passed recording the sense of the board of 
the loss which the association has sustained by this sad 
event. 


LEGAL PRACTiTIONERS’ SOCIETY. 


A general meeting of this society was held on Tuesday 
evening in the hall of Clement’s-inn. Mr. Charley, M.P., 
presided. 

The CHarrMaN said that though the society had only 
been shadowed forth within the last two years it had already 
achieved a recognized position in conneciion with the legal 
profession, for it supplied an admitted want. No existing 
legal society covered exactly the same ground. It did not 
interfere with existing organizations, but rather tended in its 
operation to gather their scattered forces into a common focus. 
Its parliamentary committee had succeeded in inducing the 
Legislature to sanction a portion at least of the measures pro- 
moted by the society, and it was hoped the coming seision 
would not be barren of result. The 12th section of the At- 
torneys and Solicitors Act was entirely due to the society. 
It was very unfair that protection should have been extended 
to medical practitioners long ago and should have been denied 
to legal practitioners. That enactment had since its passing 
been enforced by various law societies throughout the country, 
notably at Bristol and Stockport, where a sham solicitor had 
been prosecuted, and, in default of goods on which to distrain 
for the fall penalty of £10, sent to gaol fortwo months, to 
ruminate over his indiscretion. He believed the moral effect 
of that enactment would be greater even than its legal effect 
in inducing unqualified practitioners to refrain from their 
An enactment passed also by the parliamentary 


al acts. 
committee of the society last session, called the Legal Practi- 
tioners Act, enabled a solicitor, when his client attempted to 
evade payment of his costs, charges, and disbursements, to 
sue him, by leave of a judge, within the statutory month, 
The successes of the society had led to some little embarrass- 


ment, for they had been a!l in favour of solicitors. The ex- 
periment of bringing together barristers, solicitors, and law 
students to discuss the burning questions of tle profession had 
not been very successful, and he feared would be as unsnecess- 
fal in the future as in the past. He regretted the fact, and 
especially he regretted that the bar had not shown more 
interest in the project for forming a representative body, be- 
cause unless 2 council of discipline was established for the bar 
something on the mode] of the Parisian consecil or the Scotch, 
council, he was afraid Parliament might very possibly take 
the reform of the bar in hand and deal with it in » somewhat 
drastic manner. He would suggest whether it might not be 
advisable to divide the society into two sections, one represent- 
ing the solicitors and the other the bar, conferences tuking place 
from time to time between the representatiyes of each, 
Another question which it might be worth while to consider 
wsb, secing there were only 3,000 barristers and 12,000 soli- 
citors, whether they might not adopt the ecclesiastical 
system of voting by orders, a certain proportion ef 
each being necessary to carry any question affecting the 
interests of both. 

The How. Szcrytany (Mr.C. Ford) then read the report of 
the perliamentary committee, whieh referred mainly to the 
Bill promoted by the society last session, and to the practice 
of barristers holding briefs to which they could not attend. 
Mr. Norwood, M.P., having announced his intention of re- 
introducing his Bill of last session for dealing with this 
matter, the report expressed a desire that the question might 
be amicably srra in a manner advantageous to the 


—= 
Mr. Gorvox, M.P., moved the adoption of this 
report. He was present. he said, as a member of 
the lower branch. of the profession, who, having 
a seit in the House of Commons, desired to 45 
everything he could in that capacity in the interests, not 
only of the branch to which he belonged, but of the profes. 
sion generally. He had been strack by the last part of the 
programme of the society, namely, ths supervision and 
initiation of legislation, when he had been ask>d by their 
president last session to put his name on the back of the Bilt 
which had been passed intolaw. It had struck him ag g 
remarkable fact that, though there could not bea doubt of 
the interest of the public in maintaining the respectability, 
character, and high position of all classes of legal practition. 
ers in both branches, it had been impossible to instil into 
the mind of the then Solicitor and present Attorney-Gener!, 
Sir John Holker, that there was any public advantage to be 
gained from theclause, which they had been obliged to 
throw over in order to save the rest of the Bill. Ho thought 
they had been very badly treated in that matter, for all at. 
tempts to induce Sir John to state his objections to the olange 
had failed ; all that could be got out of him was that he would 
consider it ; but nothing had come of that consideration, ang 
the Bill had to be passed in an emasculated state. They were 
met to discuss questions affecting both branches of the pro- 
fession. His friends of the higher brauch would not think 
him disrespectful in saying that from old habit, prestige 
and ideas they had got into the way of looking down upor 
solicitors as an inferior branch. It was one of those old 
prejudices which he trusted in time would die out; for with. 
out instituting comparisons in regard to qualifications, 
character, and position, he would claim that solicitors could 
hold their own, He was of opinion that it was desirable to 
keep the two branches of the prof-ssion distinct, and thit 
a rigid etiquette should prevail. During bis many yeurs’ 
experience he had seen the etiquette formerly prevaili 
broken down in many respects. He could recollect whea no 
solicitor delivered a brief without paying the fee along with 
the brief. The result of the relaxation which now obtained 
was that a certain class of solicitors knew a certain class of 
barristers to whom they could give briefs without the 
fees being marked upon them, the understanding being 
that payment depended on the issue of the suit. He 
was satisfied that the effect of this neglect of et'quette 
was to deteriorate both branches of the profession alike. 
Mr. Amsrosez, Q.C., seconded the motion. He referred to 
the necessity for the existence of the society, because he 
said the Inns of Court and the Incorporated Law Society 
took no action in questions affecting the interests both of 
the public and the profession. Such were the attacks made 
on the profession by accountants in undertaking the whole 
business of liquidations, and of estate agents in preparing 
leases and other legal documents, especially in the adminis 
tration of bankrupt and intestate estates. Such functions, 
he contended, should, in the interests bothof the public 
and the profession, only be performed by responsible 
officers of the court. With regard to the Jeading burristers 
accepting briefs that they could not attend to, he thought 
solicitors were far more respousible for the evils for not 
taking the trouble to ascertain who were the men who could 
do the work, and for running after a few fashionable counsel 
when there were scores of men equally capable and experi- 
enced who might be employrd. The evils were partly 
owing also to the chopping and changing at Westminster 
Hall, where a man never knew when his case would come Ol» 
The report of the parliamentary committee having been 

carried, the annual report of the society was next reed. 
and adopted, and the officers for the evsuing year were 
elected. 





PLYMOUTH, STONEHOUSE, AND DEVON- 
PORT LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Friday, January 28, at 
the Athenwum, Plymouth, J. Shelly, Esq., in thechair. ‘ 
subject for the evening’s discussion was as follows:—** Was the 
case of Coddington v. Paleologo (15 W.R. 961, L. RB 2 
Ex. 193) rightly decided ?” Mr. A. Weekes and Mr. E. F. 
Fox spoke in the affirmative, and Mr. C. Matthews ia the 
negative, After some remarks from Mr. Chubb, the question 
was put to the meeting, and carried in favour of the negative 
by the casting vote of the chairman. 





public and to the whole of the legal profession. 
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General Correspondence. 


Deravutt Summons. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Yesterday (Monday), my clerk attended at the 
court office at C., and issued a default summons 
inst B. at the suit of a client of mine, and paid nine shil- 
for fees thereon. On attending at the defendant's 
psidence to serve the summons he found a man in possession, 
Iconsequently made inquiries and discovered that the 
defendant had filed his petition under sections 125 and 126 
ofthe Bankruptcy Act, 1869, on Saturday last in the County 
Court at C., and that a receiver had been appointed. When, 
therefore, my clerk attended at the county court office yes- 
terday and paid the nine shillings, the registrar’s clerk 
well Seow that he was tuking money from the plaintiff 
which would be absolutely thrown away. 
On calling at the county court office this morning, the 
r’sclerk stated that he was in no way bound to inform 
clerk that a petition had been filed by the defendant, 
and that search could have been made to ascertain whether 
s petition had been filed. Now, as searching means paying 
one shilling fee, it virtually comes to this: that where there 
isthe slightest reason to believethatadebtoris in difficulties, a 
creditor, to be safe, must incur the expense of searching before 
iguing 8 summons, otherwise he runs the risk of aying 
which he has no chance of recovering from the 


t. 

I may add that in this case neither my client nor myself 
had any reason to suppose that the defendant contemplated 
Bes [roceedings under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 

Ishall be glad if any of your correspondents will favour 
me with an opinion as to whether the registrar’s clerk was, 
woder the above circumstances, justified in taking the fees. 

a a. 8 





JupGEs’ CHAMBERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal] 

Sir,—I have no doubt many of your readers can testify 
to the great inconvenience of attending summonses at 
these public offices. 

Every summons is made returnable at eleven o'clock, 
Ishould think there are at least fifty sammonses daily to 
be disposed of in each of the three divisions, and only one 
master to hear them. 

Ihave, myself, several times been three hours at cham- 
bers without being able to get one summons heard, for 
which attendance 3s. 4d. is allowed. 

Gan some of your readers suggest some way of pre- 
venting this dreadful waste of valuable time? It would 
confer a great boon on those who are attending sum- 
monses daily, and who have something else to do than 
to waste two or three hours of the best part of the day 
at _ mismanaged offices. ARTICLED CLERK. 

4 





Appotutnrents, Ete. 


Sir Witttam Reynett Anson, bart., barrister, Fellow 
@ All Souls’ College, and Vinerian Reader in Common Law, 
has been appointed an Examiner in the School of Juris- 
pradence at Oxford. 

Mr. Joun Favirre Evaineton, LL.D., Q.C., has been 
ted Chairman of Quarter Sessions for the County of 
eath, in the place of the late Mr. Matthew O'Donnell, 

QO. Dr. Elrington is an LL.D, of Trinity College, Dublin, 
and was called to the Irish bar in 1851. He became a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1868, and a bencher of the King’s-inn 
in 1875. He isa member of the North-east Circuit, and 
Waior Crown Counsel for the county of Armagh. 

Mr. Jonn Hues, solicitor, of Skipton, has been ap. 

a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknow- 
nts of Deeds by Married Women for the Weat 
of Yorkshire. 

Mr, 0. H, Horwoop, Q.C., M.P., has been elected a 

of the Middle Temple, 

Mr, Stantey Leicnron, barrister, of Sweeney Hall, 


Oswestry, who has been elected M.P. for North Shropshire 
in the Conservative interest, is the second son of the late 
Sir Baldwin Leighton, of Loton-park, formerly M.P. for 
South Shropshire, and was born in 1837. He was educated 
at Harrow, and at Balliol College, Oxford, where he grad- 
uated in the third class in law and modern history in 1858 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michael- 
mas Term, 1861, and was formerly on the Oxford Cirouit. 
Mr. Leighton unsuccessfally contested the borough of 
Bewdley at the last general election. 

The Right Hon. Micnaet Morris, one of the jadges of 
the Court of Common Pleas in Ireland, has been appointed 
Chief Justice of that court, in the place of the Right Hon. 
James Henry Monahan, resigned. Mr. Justice Morris 
was the eldest son of the late Mr. Martin Morris, of Spiddal, 
Galway, and was born in 1827. He was educated at 
Trinity College, Dablin, and was called to the bar in 1849, 
He practised on the Connaught Circuit, and was Recorder 
of Galway from 1857 till 1865. He became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1863, and two years later he waz elected M.P. 
for the town of Galway. In July, 1866, he was appointed 
Solicitor-General for Ireland (by the late Earl of Derby), 
and in the following November he became Attorney- 
General. In March, 1867, he succeeded the present Lord 
_ ustice Christian as a puisne judge of the Court of Common 

leas, 

Mr. Henry Pavtt, solicitor, of Ilminster, has been ap- 
pointed Clerk to the Chard Board of Guardians. Mr. 
Paull was admitted a solicitor in 1855. 

Mr. ANnpRiIgs Srockenstrom, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed Judge of the Land Court of the Province of 
Griqualand West. Mr. Stockenstrom was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 18635. 

Mr. GzorcE Gerarp TrrreEtt, solicitor, of Dablia and 
Banbridge, has been appointed Clerk of the Crown for the 
County of Armagh. Mr. Tyrrell was admitted in Ireland 
in 1858. 

Mr. Jonn Surress Witt, tarrister, has been elected 
President of the Caledonian Sosiety for the ourrent year, 
in succession to Mr. Aune.s John Maclutyre, Q.C. 





Sutgqes’ Chambers.* 


(Before AncHIBALD, J.) 
Jan, 24.—The Margate Fier end Harbour Company v. 
Perry. 
Judgment in default of per yo agg 14, r. 1; ord. 21, r. 45 
ord, 22, r. 3. 

An application had been made in this case to Master Bene 
nett for leave to sign judgment under ord. 14, r. 1 ; the 
application was refused, and the summons indorsed ‘* No 
order.” After the expiration of eight days, no statement of 
defence having been delivered, the plaintiff signed judg- 
ment for his claim. The present summons was to set aside 
’ that judgment, and it was contended that, as no notice that 
the defendant dispensed with a statement of claim had been 
delivered, the plaintiff was bound to deliver such astate- 
ment. 

Arcutpatn, J.—Looking at Atkins v. Taylor (ante, p. 
218), f am inclined to think that the judgment was 
regular. My only doubt arises from the fact of the 
master not having expressly given the defendant leave to 
defend. The rules seem to contemplate that where a 
plaintiff is not allowed to sign jadgment under ord. 14, 
r. 1, express leave shall be given to the defendant to defend. 
Bat I think the indorsement “ No order’’ is equivalent to 
leave to defend, no time for delivery of a statement of 
defence being named, and therefore brings this oase within 
the words of r. 3 of ord. 22, “or, if no time be limited, then 
within eight days.” I shall, however, give the defendant 
leave to defend, and I will make the costs costs in the 


Jan, 24.—Lovell v. Holland, 
Joinder of defendant—Ord, 16, r. 13. 
This was an action for mesne profits against the defend- 
ant, who had been tenant of the plaintiff's land during his 
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“incarceration in an asylum. An action of ejectment had 
already been successfully brought against the same defend- 
ant. The damages were by the plaintiff at the 
rent which the defendant had been paying. The present 
application was on appea! from Master Hodgson by the 
detendant, and was that Miss Lovell, the plaintiff’s sister, 
might be made a party to the action, and might be ordered 
to deliver a statement of defence in’ the place of the 
present defendant. The defendant's case was that he had 
paid rent to Miss Lovell, and that she had applied the 
money ~ paid to the expenses of the plaintiff's residence in 
the asylum. 

_ ARCHIBALD, J.—The procedure of which the defendant 
wishes to avail himself rather contemplates the case of a 
defendant who is not liable, or who is to a great extent 
free from any default. Here the defendant is a trespasser. 
Why should the plaintiff be put to prove that any money 
was paid to Miss Lovell?’ If the defendant was led to be- 
lieve that Miss Lovell was the person to whom the rent 
should be paid, and paid under a mistake of fact, he has 
asimple remedy against her for money bad and received. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 


Jan. 24.—Kevers v. Michell. 

Stay of proceedings—Judicature Act, 1873, s. 24, sub-section 5. 

W. D. Rawlins, on behalf of the defendant, applied ez 
parte for a stay of proceedings in this action. He said— 
Unless we obtain this stay execution will issue to-morrow. 
A chancery action is pending, brought by the defendant for 
an account. We are willing to pay the amount of the judg- 
ment into court. 

On payment into court of £504, stay of proceedings for 
teu days. 


Jan. 24.—Hill v. Persse. 
County court appeal—County Courts Act, 1875, 8. 6—Judica- 
ture Act, 1873, s. 45. 

An ez parte application was made in this case for an ex- 
tension of the time for appealing from the decision of a 
county court judge. 

ARCHIBALD, J.—This is an appeal given by statute, and 
there is, therefore, a difficulty with regard to extending the 
time. But as I have power to hear the appeal, I can treat 
this as a first hearing of a metion for a rule nisi. 

Further hearing of motion adjourned till the first sitting 
of the Divisional Court ef Appeal. 


Jan. 25.—Phillips and Another y. Barron and Another. 
Interrogatories—Ord. 31, r. 5. 

_-4n an action for refusal to accept goods sold, the goods in 
question being patent button-fastening machines, seven in- 
terrogatories as to the French law on the subject, delivered 
by the defendants to the plaintiffs were struck out, ARcuHI- 
BALD, J,, remarking that the plaintiffs could not be regarded 
as experts in French law. Two other interrogatories were 
also struck out which went to prove that the plaintiffs had 
themselves bought the goods delivered to the ts at 
a cheap price. 

FP. Knight, for defendants. 
Bigham, for plaintiffs. 


Jan. 2€.— Phillips v. Harris. 

Signing judgment on specially-indorsed writ—Ord. 14, r. 1. 

This was an appeal from the district registrar of 
Monmonth, who bad ordered judgment to bs signed on a 
specially-indorsed writ unless the amount of the claim was 
psid into court by the defendant. The action was for 
£65 for the hire of a steam pump and work in putting it 
up. 

FP. A, Knight, for defendant,—The object of that rule 
‘was to provide for cases where there was really no defence 
suggested. We allege that the pump provided was in- 
sufficient for the purpose for which it was expressly 


A. Charles, for plaintiff. —The district registrar acted on 
the afidavit of the pisintiff, and the plaintiff's.bookkeeper, 
stating that the defendant had called and admitted his 
claim. The work the pump was hired for was done, 
and the pump was then returned. 

AxcniBaLy, J—Tos certain extent, on these applica- 





tions, the question of liability mast be tried ; bat how fay 
one is to try it is a nice question. The rale must nity 
rendered inoperative. 

Appeal dismissed with costs 

Jan, 26.—Lord Hanmer v. Flight. 
Application to sign judgment—Ord. 14, r. 4, 

This was an action for rent, or for use and occupation jy 
the alternative. Master Dodgson had refused to make any 
order. 

C. Bowen, for plaintiff—The defendant does not 
that he has been in possession from September, 1874, to 
the present time; we are therefore entitled to sign judg. 
ment for that amount. 

Beasley, for defendant.—The defendant is o 
throughont the statement of claim as assignee of the leags, 
His defence is that he is not assignee of the lease, The 
assignee of the lessor brings this action against the ag. 
signee of the lessee. We pay £24 into court for the megng 
profits. 

AxcHIBALD, J.—The defence set up is no answer to gy 
action for use and occupation, which is admitted for part 
of the time during which the plaintiff claims. 

Order of master amended by giving liberty to the plain. 
tiff to sign judgment for £157 10s., arrears of rent. 

On the question of costs being raised, 

ARCHIBALD, J., following the new practice as to costa in 
appeals, which Quain, J., had held to apply to appeals 
from masters to the judge, gave the costs of both applica. 
tions to the plaintiff. 

Jan. 26.—Fenwick v. Johnston. 
Interrogatories—Ord. 31, r. 1. 

This was an action on a bill of exchange, and an appli- 
cation was made to strike out interrogatories delivered by 
the plaintiff with his statement of claim. Strong v. Tap- 
pin (ante, p. 240) was referred to. 

Order to strike out interrogatories on the ground that 
they were premature, the statement of defenoe not having 
been delivered. 


Jan. 26.—Bartlett v. Roche. 
Amendment of pleadings—Ord. 19, r. 4. 


This was an action for money had and received for the 
plaintiff's use. Master Sir F. Pollock had ordered the 
plaintiff to amend his statement of claim by stating the cit- 
cumstances under which the defendant received the £9, 
and when, where, and under what circumstances the at 
count was stated between them. This order was now @p- 

ainst. 

G. B. Allen, for plaintiff, cited ord. 19, r. 4. 

Beresford, for defendant, cited forms in the Act for cases 
that would formerly have come under a count for money 
had and received. 

The statement of claim was as follows :— 

**(1) One Christopher John Mursell paid to the defend. 
ant for the use of the plaintiff £95, and the defendant had 
and received the said sum from the said C. J. Marsell for 
the use of the plaintiff. 

(2) The defendant with the consent of the plaintiff re- 
tained £5 as commission for his trouble, and paid to the 
plaintiff the sum of £45, parcel of the said £95 so received’ 
by him as aforesaid, leaving a balance of £45, which is 
wholly due and unpaid to the plaintiff. 

“The plaintiff claims £45 and interest thereon from,” 


AxcuHiBaLD, J.—The only material facts in this case are 
that the defendant received the money, and that he t 
ceived it for the plaintiff's use. Where the old forms will 
serve as models, they are not necessarily abolished by the 
Jadicature Acts. Where the defendant has received a sum 
of money for the plaintiff, the statement of that fact isall 
than can be required. The master’s decision will bere 
versed, and, following the new practice, the whole of ¢he 
coste will be the plaintiff's in any event, 


Jan. 27.—~Lake and Another v. Pooley, 
Inspection of documents—Ord, 31, r. 14. 


This was an action for breach of covenant in a lease. The 
defendant bad made an assignment of one undi 
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of leasehold property, consisting of land, brewery, 
and fixtures. The plaintiff now applied for an order for 

jon of documents, and the defendant objected that 
the documents related solely to his own title. 

ARCHIBALD, J.—I should not make the order if it was a 
distinct property ; but this is an undivided moiety, the 
jnterest in which can only be realized by the usufruct of the 
qhole property. This isan extremely complicated case, and 
{ shall make the order and leave the defendant to appeal if 
go advised. 

Order for inspection. 


Jan. 27.—Drake v. Whiteley. 
Interrogatories—Ord, 31, r. 1. 

This was an action for damages for the unskilful manage- 
ment of a horse and cart by defendant's servant. Interrog- 
tories had been delivered by the plaintiff with his state- 
ment of claim, and an application was now made to strike 
them out. 

AncuiBaLp, J.—After the decision in Strong v. Tappin 
(ante, p. 240), these interrogatories should not have been 
delivered before the statement of defence, which may make 
them all unnecessary. Under the old system the practice 
ofdelivering useless interrogatories was very prevalent, 
put now it seems worse than before. 

Order to strike out the interrogatories. 


Jan. 27.—Colonial Assurance. Corporation (Limited) v. 
Prosser. 
Particulars of statement of defence. 

This was an action for slander, in which Master Sir F. 
Pollock had refused to make an order for particulars of the 
statement of defence. 

Tindal Atkinson, for plaintiffs. —The defendant denies that 
he spoke or published the words we charge him with. He 
then goes on to say that as egent of the Union Life Assur- 
aace Company he met with one David Lamb and others, 
and that all such statements as were made in conversation 
between them were made for the purpose of advising Lamb 
astoinsurance. He then says that the words that were 
used were true. We want particulars of what passed at the 
conversation referred to. 

Pritchard, for defendant, 

ARCHIBALD, J.—The defendant admits that he had a con- 
versation with Lamb, but denies that he used the words the 
plaintiffs allege as slanderous; and he says further that 
whatever was said about the plaintiffs was true. It is wholly 
immaterial what those statements. were. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 


Jan. 27.—Cotching v, Hancock. 
Interrogatories—Ord. 31, r. 1. 
Interrogatories delivered by the plaintiff in this case with 
his statement of claim, before statement of defence, were 
struck out. Costs to be defendant’s costs in the cause. 


Jan. 27.—Smith and Others v. West. 
Amendment of pleadings—Ord. 27, r. 1. 

This was an action on a guarantee, and an application 
‘was made to strike out the statement of defence, One objec- 
tion to the statement of defence was that it stated that a 
condition precedent to the defendant’s liability on the 
guarantee was that the plaintiffs should make an open and 
Untecured advance, and that they had not given a credit 
within this undertaking, without stating whether that 

ing was verbal or in writing, when made, or the 
Parties to it. It was suggested that this would have been a 
Violation of the rule that forbids the pleading of evidence. 

Axcurnatp, J.—There are many cases in which facts and 

are so mixed up that they are almost undistinguish- 


Other alterations were agreed upon by covnsel, and an 
‘rder was made for particulars of the above paragraph of the 
statement of defence, and to amend as arranged by counsel. 

Arbuthnot, for plaintiffs. 

for defendant. 
Jan, 28.—Menhinick and Another v. Turner. 
Amendment of pleadings—Ord. 27, r. 1. 
was an action onan agreement to pay £100 as 
Premium on obtaining a spirit licence. The alleged agroe- 





ment was contained in a lease for three years, dated May, 
1871. The defence set up was that the lease was void, and 
that there was a second lease in substitution for it. 
The statement of claim set out the agreement relied 
The master had struck out the 4th paragraph 
of the statement of defence, and that decision was vet 
— against. The paragraph in question sta 

at the agreement of 1871 int ten mentally rescinded ; 
that it was void as anagreement and as 4 lease; thata 
lease made in September, 1874, was a new, final, and 
conclusive contract ; that the lease of 1874 was not granted 
upon the terms of the agreement sued on, but at a higher 
rent; and that, therefore, if the defendant was not before 
released from that agreement, he was released by that cir- 
cumstance, 

Bray, for plaintiffs. 

Foord, for defendant. 

ArcuiBaLD, J.—These are all points of law proper to be 
raised by a demurrer; they are not matters of fact. I 
think the master is right. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 


Jan. 29.—Bartholomew v. Ravlings. 
Joinder of defendant—Ord. 22, rr. 5, 6, 9. 

This was an action brought to recover the balance of 
money due on the sale of a public-house. It was desired 
to set up a counter-claim for the return of money paid as 
deposit on false representations alleged to have been made 
by Rawlings and one Smith ; and for this purpose an ap- 
plication had been made to Master Bennett to join Smith 
as a co-defendant to the counter-claim, which was refused. 
That decision was now appealed against. 

Glyn, for defendant.—Our answer to this claim is that 
the takings were warranted to be up to a certain amount, 
and that they were not equal tothat amount.. Smith was 
the plaintiff's broker and agent, and we allege that he 
made false representations to us as to the value of the busi- 
ness, which induced us to make the deposit. 

Beard, for plaintiff.—Mrs. Bartholomew has made no false 
representations ; why should she be prejudiced in her action 
by this counter-claim ? Besides prejudicing her case, it will 
postpone the action, and therefore keep her longer out of 
tbis money which she alleges is owing to her. If Smith has 
made false representations, an action for damages can be 
brought against him. 

ARCHIBALD, J.—There is no doubt whatever that a de- 
fendant is entitled to set up any counter-claim that is not 
so incongruous as to be incapable of being conveniently tried 
with the original claim. I think a claim for the return of 
deposit money on the ground of fraud may be very conveni- 
ently tried in an action for the balance of purchase-money on 
a sale, when the whole defence to the action is on the ground 
of fraudulent representation by the agent. I cannot say 
that these claims are of such an incongruous kind as to be 
unfit to be tried together. I regret that there may be some 
delay in the trial of the action, owing to the joinder of 
Smith ; but that cannot be avoided. 

Order to join Smith as a party to the counter-claim: and 
costs to be defendant’s in any event. 

Jan. 29.—Armitage v. Fitzwilliam and Others. 
Interrogatories—Ord. 31, r. 5. 

This was an action of fraud against the directors of a com- 
pany. The defendants now applied to strike out interroga- 
tories delivered to them by the plaintiff. 

J. Rigby, for plaintiff, took the objection that the applica- 
tion was too late, as more than four days had elapsed since 
the interrogatories were delivered. 

R.E. Webster, for defendants.—That is provided for by 
ord. 57, r. 6.: ‘These interrogatories were delivered with the 
statement of claim, and are the statement put into the form 
of interrogatories. 

‘Ancurnap, J.—If this application had been made before 
the delivery of the statement of defence, these inte - 
tories would have been struck out as premature. As it S 
they are so framed that it would be almost impossible to 
answer them. Why should they not be put in such a form 
that the defendants can answer Yes or no to them? 

Order for interrogatories to be reformel, Costs to be de- 


fendants’ in any event. 
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Jan. 29.—Aderis v. Thrigley. 
Amendment of pleadings—Ord. 27, r. 1. 

This was an action for malicions prosecution. Master 
Hodgson had made an order striking out certain para- 
graphs from the statement of claim, and that order was 
now appealed against. 

Moulton, for plaintiff.—The master thought that I had 
set out evidence in my statement; but I submit that I 
have only set out the res geste. I have stated what we say 
does not amount to reasonable and probable cause, so that, 
if the defendant takes a different view, he can demur. The 
master treated this as a question of fact, whereas it is 
really a question of law. 1 submit that I am entitled so to 
state my claim as to raise the question of law. 

Bullen, for defendant.—This is an infringement of the 
rule against pleading evidence. I do not for a moment 
admit that the plaintiff is entitled to have the facts so 
stated as to try by demurrer, if in doing so he infringes 
the Act. 

ARoHIBALD, J.—It would have been sufficient to have 
stated simply that there was no reasonable and probable 
cause. What is the use of stating such facts as that the 
plaintiff denied the charge of stealing which the defendant 
made against him? That is what every one does when 
charged with theft. I think the master has reduced the 
statement within proper limits. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 


Jan. 29.—Barker and Another v. Wood. 
Particulars of indorsement on writ. 

This was an action for money lent. Particulars were ap- 
plied for by the defendant. No dates were indorsed upon 
the writ. Notice that a statement of claim was reynired had 
been served upon the plaintiffs, and such statement was 
ready for delivery containing all dates and -particulars, 
Master Unthank had ordered particulars, and plaintiffs now 


——. 

. O. Crump, for plaintiffs.—The defendant has requ ired 
a statement of claim, which is drawn, and gives full 
particulars. The practice here has been not to allow 
particulars before claim. It is putting us to the expense of 
another document. 

ARcHIBALD, J.—I can see a great convenience in allowing 
particulars before the statement of clsim, as the defendant 
may withdraw, and costs may be saved. There is one view 
of the Act which regards particulars as being now altogether 
abolished ; but I think that the power to order them has not 
been abolished. 

Appeal dismissed with costs, 

Solicitor for plaintiffs, Pedley. 

Solicitors for defendant, Gregory § Co. 


Jan. 31.—The General Steam Navigation Company v. The 
London and Edinburgh Shipping Company. 
Transfer of action—Ord. 61, r. 1. 

An application was made by the defendants to transfer 


this action to the Admiralty Division. The action was one 
of negligence, and arose out of a collision between the 
plaintiffs’ and the defendants’ vessels in the River Thames, 
the Somer being at anchor, and the latter being steered by 
a pilot. 

ARCHIBALD, J.—If this had been out in the high seas, 
and there had been questions of seamanship or of complicity, 
there might have been a case for transferring this action, 
Bat if I transfer this I most transfer every case of collision. 

No order. Costs to be plaintiffs’ in any event. 


Monday, Jan. 24.—APrvLicaTION TO PROCEED UNDER THE 
JUDICATURE ACT8S—JvuDICATURE ACT, 1873, 6, 22.—This was 
an action on a bond aginst a surety. The declaration was 
delivered on October 26, and a statement of defence was after- 
wards delivered, which was struck out by the master, who 
also refused defendant's application to proceed under the 
Judicature Acts. The defendant's affidavit stated that he 

ad a good equitable defence to the action. 

AxcuiBaLp, J—You do not say what your equitable de- 
fence is. If you could have shown a good reason for the 
reform, I would have made it ; but your statement of defence 
is very bald, and your affidavit does not supplement it. 

No order. Appeal dismissed with costes, 





——= 

INSPECTION OF PREMiIsEs—Orp. 52, k. 3.—In an action 
for obstruction of light and air, an application was made, oq 
appsal from Master Pollock, for inspection of the plaintiff, 
premises by the defendant, No statement of defency 
had yet been delivered, and it was stated none could }, 
until inspection had been obtained. 

ARcHIBALD, J.—I must see whether your defence is that 
there is no obstruction, or that the plaintiff has no ancient 
lights. You must deliver your statement of defence befor 
you can have inspection. 

No order. 


Discovery—Or p. 31, nr. 12.—This was an action fo 
damages for wrongfully building houses, &c., on land aj. 
joining the plaintiff's, No statement of claim had yet bom 
delivered. The plaintiff now applied for an order for dis. 
covery. ; 

ARcHIBALD, J.—J think you must deliver a statement of 
claim before you ean have discovery, except under special 
circumstances. I can conceive that this might be used for 
very oppressive purposes ; a writ might be served, and then 
an application of this sort made in order to fish oui a cave, 

Adjourned till after delivery of statement of claim. 

Discot Exy—Orp. 31, rn. 12.—On an application {or 
discovery, it was objected that no statement of claim had yet 
been delivered. It was stated that the indorsement on the 
writ gave full particulars. 

Adjourned till delivery of statement of claim. 

Sicninc JupcMentT ox Specraciy-Inporsep Warr— 
Orp. 14, R. 1; Orn. 3, R. 6.—A merely formal difference 
(such as the misplacing of a date) between the indorsement 
on a writ and the form of indorsement given under od, 3, 
r. 6, will be no answer to an application to sign judg nent 
under ord. 14, r. 1. Per ARCHIBALD, J. (reversing the 
master’s decision). 


Discovery—Orp. 31, k. 12.—This was an action for nege 
ligence against a railway company, and cross-summonse 
had been taken ont for discovery. The defendants’ sum- 
mons asked for discovery of the plaintiff's business accounts 
for the past five years, and this was allowed. The plaia- 
tiff’s summons asked for discovery of reports of other ao- 
cidents at the same station, of documents showing number 
of tickets issued at the station, and of documents relating 
to the lighting of the station. 

An order for discovery as to the two first items was te 
fased, bot made as to the last (insafficient lighting being 
alleged as one of the causes of the accident). 


Discovery—Orp. 31, rn. 12.—An application for dis- 
covery by a defendant, who had not yet delivered bis state- 
ment of defence, and who showed no special ground for 
applying at this stage, was adjourned till after statemest 
of defence, Axcui1BaLD, J., stating that that was the proper 
time to apply, except under special circumstancer, and 
that the order would then be given as a matter of course, 
unless the pleadings showed the case to be one in which 
discovery could not be wanted. 


Sioninc Jupcmenr Yor Part or Crarm—Orp. 14, 2.4 
—Upon an application to sign judgment under ord. 14, r. 4, 
Master Dodgson had refused to order judgment to be signed 
for any part of the claim, but had ordered £100, which the 
defendant practically admitted, to be paid into court. The 
plaintiff appealed from this order. 

Order that plaintiff be at liberty to sign judgment for 
£100, unless that sum be paid to him within a week. 

Thursday, Jan. 27,—Discovery—Orp, 31, x. 12.—0n 
an application being made for discovery, it appeared that 
the statement of claim had not been delivered, and the 
application was at once adjourned till afver the delivery of 
@ statement of claim, 


Friday, Jan, 28.—Discovery—Orp. 81, x. 12—In #0 
action for the detention of a deed, the defendant's appli- 
cation for discovery was adjourned till after the delivery 
of the statement of defence. 


Saturday, Jan, 29.—Traneren or Caver—Jupicatvuns 
Acr, 1873, 6, 36.—This was an «# parte application by the 
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defendant to transfer to the Chancery Division an action by 
an auctioneer to recover money which had been paid to him 
as deposit by an intending purchaser, and handed over to 
the defendant, for whom the auctioneer was selling. The 
gale had not been completed through an alleged defect in the 
fille. The defendant alleged, as matter of counte: -claim, 
that the plaintiff did not use due diligence in taking suffi- 
cient deposit money ; and he had commenced an action for 

ific performance in the Chancery Division. It was stated 
that the plaintiff did not object to the transfer. 

ArcHIBALD, J.—The plaintiff does not sue for money had 
and received, but for. money lent; from which I should 
have supposed that he took a different view of the trans- 
action. I do not see that this claim is mixed up with the 
question of title. Looking at your statement of defence, 
this claim appears to be perfectly distinct from your claim 
for specific performance. That both parties consent is not 
a sofficient reason for transferring a cause. 

No order. 


InTERROGATORIES—ORrpD. 31, R. 5.—In the same case, an 
application was made to strike out the following interroga- 
tory, delivered by the defendant to the plaintiff :—What 
were the monthly receipts of the business which formed 
the subject of the alleged agreement ? 

Interrogatory allowed; costs to be defendant’s in any 
event, 


Courts. 
COUNTY COURTS. 


LEEDs. 
(Before Mr. Serjeant TinpaL ATKINSON, Judge.) 
Monday, Jan. 10.— Wolstenholme v. Hampson. 

Bill of exchange—Blank acceptance filled up after discharge of 

acceptor in bankruptcy—Holder for value without notice. 

This was an action to recover the sum of £37 18s. 4d. 
upon a bill of exchange drawn by one Younger and ac. 
cepted by the defendant, Hampson. The bill in question 
was obtained, with another not yet put into circulation 
from the defendant by one Hall for the purpose of renew- 
ing a bill of the defendant’s then about to become due. 
Both of the bills were accepted by the defendant in blank. 
This took place in the latter part of 1869, and shortly 
after, and before the blank acceptances were filled up, the 
defendant, Hampson, became bankrupt. Hall proved upon 
the estate for the amount of the dishon oured bill, and re- 
ceived a substantial dividend, and was appointed a credi- 
tors’ assignee, retaining in his possession the two blank ac- 
ceptances. The defendant obtained his order of discharge 
in bankruptcy on the 13th of March, 1871. During the 
beginning of the year 1875 Hall procured from Younger a 
bill of exchange for £50, and gave in exchange the bill, the 
subject of the present action. Younger filled up the blank 
by inserting his name as the drawer, and made it payable 
in three months from May 11, 1875, and, having done so, 
 staagad indorsed it tothe present plaintiff for a trade 





West (barrister), for plaintiff. 

z. Tindal Atkinson (barriater), for defendant. 

His Honour, after stating the facts as above, said :— 
Upon this state of facts, the question to be decided by me 
is whether the plaintiff, who is an inaocent holder of the 
bill for valae without notice, oan maintain this action ; and, 
alter looking at the authorities upon this subject, I am of 
opinion that he can. The rule by which this ease should 
be governed cannot be better expressed than in the 
language of the Lord Chief Justice of the Queen's Bench 
freckbers) in Swan v. North British Australian Company, 

1W. R. 862, 2 H. & C, 174, namely, “That the rale 
relating to negotiable instruments stands on pecaliar 
grounds. The law relating to these instrumente is part of 
the law merchant, whioh, in order that the negotiability of 
euch instramenta, which is of the very essence of their 
commercial utility, shall not be impaired, establishes that 

&man once puts his name to such an instrament he 
thal be liable to a bond fide holder without notice, 

respect of what may be added to give effect 
to the negotiability of the inetrument, notwith- 


‘Chancellor Malins, whose death has been very 





standing this may be done in the absence of authority, 
or even for the purposes of fraud.” Mr. Justice 

Byles also, in the same case, enforced this principle 
by saying “that the misapplication of a genuine 
signature written across a slip of stamped paper (which 

transaction being a forgery in ordinary cases conveys no 
title) may give a good title to any sum fraudulently in- 

scribed within the limits of the stamp, and in America, 

where there is no stamp, to any sum whatsoever.” In 
this case the plaintiff had no notiee of the misapplication 

of the blank acceptance or any infirmity of title in Hall, 
who obtained it from the defendant, or that it could in 
any way have been affected or discharged by the defend- 
ant’s bankraptcy, the bill now sued upon being dated 
May 11, 1875, and the bankruptcy having taken place 
in 1869. It was contended at the trial for the defendant 
that his order of discharge freed him from the liability 
in respect of which this blank acceptance was given. 
Undoubtedly, as between Hall and the defendant, it did. 

It must, however, be borne in mind that the acceptance 
in question was not an instrament upon which the bank- 
ruptcy operated, as it was a mere inchoate bill or instru- 
ment, and did not become a security until it was afterwards 
filled up. It appears to me, however, that the question 
of bankruptcy is inapplicable to this case. The principle 
above laid down, and also many other cases, are decisive 
upon the point that a blank acceptance having once been 
given the misapplication of it without authority does not 
affect the right of an innocent holder. In some of the cases 
the ground of decision is put, that in reference to negotiable 
instruments the authority to fill up a blank acceptance is, 
in favour of the holder, an authority by estoppel : see for 
this Byles on Bills, 10th ed. p. 187. The question which 
occurred to me at the trial arising from the finding by the 
jury in the case of Temple v. Pullan, 8 Ex. 389, that the bill 
had not been filled up within a reasonable time, is disposed 
of by the case of Montagu v. Perkins, 1 W. R. 437, where 
it was held that the plaintiff was entitled to recover, not- 
withstanding the lapseof reasonable time between the blank 
acceptance having been given and the time it was filled up. 
The cases also of Ingham v. Primrose, 7 C. B. N.S. 82, 
and Goldsmid v. Hampton, 6 W. R. 768, 5 C. B. N.S. 

74, are authorities upon which the plaintiff's right to re- 
cover may well rest. As between the plaintiff and de- 
fendant, I am of opinion that the justice of the case is 
better satisfied by the judgment being in favour of the 
plaintiff. The defendant placed Hall in the position of 
being able to misapply the blank acceptance by giving it 
in that form in the first instance, and it does not appear 
that he took any steps after his bankruptcy proceedings 

had been closed to procure the possession of the blank 
acceptance, or to have it cancelled. It may be that the 
deferdant is not without remedy against Hall for the mis- 

application of the blank acceptance, but I am not called 
upon to give any opinion as to this, and my jadgment 
must therefore be for the plaintiff. Verdict for the plain- 

tiff, £37 18s. 4d. 








It is stated that the sitting of the new international 
court in Egypt, recently constituted which was fixed 
for the Ist of February, would again be postponed 
in consequence of the rules of procedure not yet 
being completed. It has been decided that all cases 
against the Suez Canal Company, including suits for the 
restitation of the excess dues, will be heard before the 
court at Ismailia, 

A correspondent says :—‘‘I do not think that one of the 
oldest and most familiar faces in Linooln’s-inn should pass 
away unnoticed, more especially when the person in ques- 
tion has for the last nine years been a most active, obliging, 
and oivil officer of the Court of Chancery. I allude to Mr. 
Cocks, the clerk of the chamber in the court of the Vice- 
recently an- 
nounced, both ia the papers and by his lordship from the 
bench. I am sure every practitioner in the Court of 
Chancery has for very many years past more or less come 
in contact with Mr. Cocks, afid I believe that all will agree 
with me in bearing testimony to the invariable civility and 
obliging attention we have received from him, Not oaly 
the Vice-Chancellor and the practitioners, but the suitors in 
general have lost a most attentive and eificient officer.” 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Feb. 4, 1876. 

GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
3 per Cent. Consols, 945 Annuities, April, °85, Of 
Ditto for Account, Mar. 1, 944 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do 3 per Cent. Reduced, 94g Ex Bills, 21000, 24 per Ct. 3 pm. 
New 3 per Cent., 94§ Ditto, £500, Do, 3 pm. 
Do. :? perCent., Jan, ’¥4 Ditto, 2100 & £20u,3 pm. 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. '94 Bank of England Stook. 5 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’78 Ct. (last half-year), 257 
Annuities, Jan.*80— Dittc for Account. 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. 


Stoock/ Bristol and Exeter 
Stock} Caledonian 
Stook)Giasgow and South-Western .......00-.00 eevee 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock secccccssssccseces| | 
}Great Northern 
Ny BENDIS os scencncssnesccasscooneh eccccee 
}Great Southern a ern of Ireland 
|Great Western—Original 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ... 
London, Brighton, and South C 
London, Chatham, and Dover. 
London and North-Western 
ee and South Western... 
chester, Sheffield, and Lin 
Btock | Metropolitan : 
k} Do., District 
Midland 
North British 
North Eastern 
North London 
North Staffordshire 
South Devon 
\South-Eastern 


















































* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


Mowry Marker ann City INTELLIGENCE. 

There has not been any alteration in the Bank rate this 
week. The markets have been very dull. In foreign stocks 
Egyptian have been subject to the usual fluctuations, but 
close rather better than last week. Home railways are 


lower, the dividends on the heavy lines not being as good as 


was anticipated. Consols close at 944 to 94} for money, 
and 94 to 943 for account. 

The meeting of the London and County Banking Com- 
pany was held yesterday, and a dividend of 84 per cent. for 
the half-year declared. The available profits amounted to 
£158,730 18s. 64., of which £25,000 was carried to the 
reserve fand, raising it to £699,522 10s. Among some of 
the principal items in the balance-sheet were, on the debtor 
side, amount due on customers’ balances, liabilities on ac- 

. ces, covered by securities, £23,561,879 ; on the creditor 

€ were, cash £6,110,529 ; investments in Government and 

guaranteed stocks, &c., £2,417,560 ; disconnted bills, &c., 
£16, 967,880. 








AFTER DRYDEN, 
“Three Pens, for three essentia! virtues famed, 
The ‘ Pickwick,’ ‘Ow,’ and ‘ WaverLey’ were named. 
The first in ficxib ility surpassed, 
The ease the next, in elegance the last. 
These poists, united with attract ions new, 
Have yielded other boons, the * Puaztos’ and * Hispoo.” 
Folks. 
Te be had Everywhere. 1s. per Box, by Post 1s. 14. 1,200 News- 
recommend them.—See ‘* Graphic,” 20th February, 1875, 
atees—MACNIVEN & CAMERON, 23 to 33, Bluir-street.—Advt. 





MARRIAGES AND DEATHS. 
MARRIAGE. 
Sancoop—Vininc—Jan. 11, at St. Peter’s Charch, Brighton, 
Augustine Sargood, of Brighton, serjeant-at-law, widower, to 
Sarah Mary Vertigans Vining, widow. 
ryt 


DEATH. 
- ree 1, at Lincoln, Charles Leadbetter Hughes, aged 





= —= 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Faipar, Jan, 26, 1676, . 
Limitep 1s Onaxcerar, 
Donrsven Adare Coal and tron Company, Limited,—The M.R. 
an order dated Dec 20, appuinted John Unwin Wing, Princes st, 





their debts or claims, to the above. Monday, March 18, at li, 
pointed for hearing and ngtoding upon the debts and 

Surrey Gardens, Limited.—' jitors are required, on or before Feb 15, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
or claims, to John Folland Lovering, Gresham st. Tuesday, Feb, 
ptm is appointed for bearing and adjudicating upon the debts ang, 
claims. 

Tanton Colliery Coke and Iron Company, Limited.—Creditors 
quired, on or before March 6, to send their names aad addr 
the psrticulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Moore, Crosby: 
square, Bishopsgate. Monday, March 27, at 12, is 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claime. 


Tuxrspar, Feb. 1, 1876. 
Untimirep in Caancenry. 

Liguria Gold Mining Company.—Credi are req » On or 
March 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Ecward Hart, Moorgate at. March 24, at 
12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims. 

Rickmansworth, Amersham, and Chesham Railway Company.—Cradi- 
tors are required, ou or before Fed 29,to send their names and gf. 
dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hi 
Kimber, Lom bard st. Friday, March 3, at 12, is appuinted for hear. 
ing and adjadicating upon the debts and claims, 

Limitep Is CHANCERY. 

Bog Mining Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 29, directed to be heard before V.C, Malinson Feb 11, Sell, 
George st, Mansion House, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Compagnie Generale de Bellegarde, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Bacon, dated Jan 15, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Elmslie and Co, eo! for the patiti . 

Elland Road Wortley Fire Cay Company, Limited.—V.C. Malins hay, 
by an order dated Jan 19, appointed John Blackburn, Leeds, to be 
official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before March 7, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to the above. Wednesday, March 15, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing ard adjudicating upon the debts and claims. — 

Hall Ironworks Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or be 
fore Feb 29, to send their names ani addresses, and the particalars 
of their debts or claims, t> Benjamin Pickering, Xingston-upon-Hall. 
Friday, March 10, at 12, is appeinted for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims. 

Nant-y-Ricket Copper aud Lead Mining Company, Limited.—By a 
order made by the M.R., dated Jan 22, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Christmas, Walbrook, solicitor for 
the petitioner. 

Stapleford Colliery Company, Limited.—By an order made by V,0, 
Bacon, dated Jan 20, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Greenfield, Lancaster place, agent for Leech, Derby, 
solicitor for the petitioners. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tuespar, Feb, 1}, 1874. 
ie Friendly Society, Register No, 830, Iichester, Somerset. Jam 








Creditors under Estates in Chancery, 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fatway, Jan. 21, 1876. 

Daft, Joseph, Horncastle, Lincoln, Brewer. Feb 26, Ceow v Fewster, 
V.C. Hall. Tweed, Horncastle 

Fletcher, George, sen, Litchurch, Derby, Engineer. Feb 26, Finney 
v Fletcher, V.C. Hail. S:oneham, Philpot lane 

Lee, James, Bury St Edmunds, Suffoik, Timber Merchant, Feb ll, 
Lee v Jackson, V.C. Malins. Salmon, Bury St Edmuads 

Offord, Henry, sen, Beyton, Suffolk, Yeoman, Feb 18, Offord ¢ 
Offord, M.R. Sparke, Bury St Edmunds 

Pilkington, John Thomas Trotter, Chevet Hey, Wrexham, Denbigh, 
Civil Engineer. Feb 28, Anderson v Pilkington, V.OC. Malin. 
Jones, Wrexham 

Pratt, Edward, Cauldwell, Derby, Farmer. 
V.C. Malins. Geare, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rankine, Robert, Porchester terrace, Esq. Feb 26. Crickit: v Rankine, 
V.C. Hall. Pike and Son, O'd Burliagton st 

Wells, John, Tadiey, Hants, Gent. Feb 22, Taylor v Williams, MR. 
Morris, Shrewsbury 


Feb 21, Prattv Dreury, 


Tvuespar, Jan, 25, 1875. 

Benson, Robert, Craven hiil yardens. Feo 22, Benson v Benson, M.R. 
Plews, Old Jewry chambers 

Briggs, Arthur Samuel, Middleham, York, Trainer. Feb 21, Briggh 
v Fryer, M.R. Dorman, Essex st, Strand 

Evans, John, Arch st, Meadow row, New Kent rd, Cab P ~ 

Feb 21. Maggeridge v Evans, V.C. Malins, Orafver, Blackfriars rd 

Hewlett, George Isaac, Faraham, Hants, Gent. Feb 12. Low v Hews 

lett, V.C. Malins. Low, Bread st, Cheapside 

Morris, William, Hafod, nr Swansea,Glamorgan. March 1, Williams 

v Morris, V.C. Hall. David, Swansee 

Rees, Jacub Devies, Swansea, Glamorgan, Land Azent. March 1, 
Rees v Rees, V.C. Hall. David, Swan-ea 

Von Roemer, Charles, Stockwell villas, South Lambeth rd, Merchant 

Mar.7. Yon Roemer v Von Roomer, M. R. West and King, Canned 

Faipar, Jan, 28, 1675, 

Adcock, James, Greetham, Lincoln, Clerk. Feb 28. English and Irish 

Church and University Assurance Society v Adcock, M.R, Beaumous, 

Chancery lane 

Beal, Joseph, Pricaston Castle, Martin, Pembroke, Merchant. Mach 

6, Beal v Page, V.C. Malins, Yallance, Essex st, Strand 

Cooper, Thomas, Longton, Stafford, Manufacturer of China, Feb al, 

Burrows v Ciarke, M.R. Tyrell, Gras’s inn square 

Denton, William, Ledbary, Hereford, Currier. March 1, Denton ¥ 
Davis, V.C. Hall, Piper, Ledbury 

Hatley, Mary, Carlton hill, St Johu’s wood. Feb 16, Deards v Putt, 

V.C. Hall. Vant, hall st 

Meeson, George Peche, Albert terrace, Wetherall rf, South 

Gent. Fob 23, Meeson v Gellatly, M.R. Gallatly and Co, 

court, Gracechurch st 





Bank. to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 28, to send their names ana oadvuaneg ant the particulars ot 


Wedgwood Coal and Iron Company, Limited, March 6. Brown v The 
Wedgwood Coal and Iron Company, Limited, V.C. Malins. 
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et der 22 & 28 arch 
tors un 28 Vict. cap. 36, Davidson, George Henry, Clifson rd, Packham, Pablish 
Las’ Day of Olaim. Keen and Rodgers, Knight Rider st, Doctors’ commons et 
Farivar, Jan. 21, 1876, Engledow, John, Newcastle-upcn-Tyne, Hairdresser. March 21 
, Laura Charlotte, Lindfield, Sussex. Feb 29. Champion, Chartres and You'l, Newcastle-upon-Tyne * 
=. Falla, William Joseph, Old Brentford, Middlesex, Firewood Dealer 
Pio S, James, Ramegate, Kent, Ship Builder. March 19. Walford, Po TR a aera gay Cage oy 2 
as! niel, efield, York, Esq. - Harrison i 
samfobn, Western hill, Durham, Paper Manufacturer, Feb 21. Wakefeld er gga Scar — 
Binns, Durham Gill, snotty, Plymouth, Devon, Gardener. March2l. Darry, Ply- 
monut! 











(op tere Sothern, Lancashire, Gent. Marehl. Bag- a Rawert. H 
shaw iggleswor'! nchester rove, war ampton, Middlesex, Esq. 2. Barton 
Maria Anne, Chelteaham, Gloucester. March 24, Bar- Pearman, Kennington rd arene irre = 
a. Lincoln's on fields al tons . orm Been, Wate. Feb 29, Perham, Bristol 
ward Barford, East Greenwic ent, Valuer. Feb 14. ack, James, Finborough rd, West Brompton aa 

t, St Benet place, Gracechurch st ° and Co, King st, Cheapside aengtse, Gent. March ¢. Saunders 

Bal), Alban, Leamington, Warwick, Gent. March 25, Pellatt, Ban- es ee Liverpool, Cork Cutter. Feb29. Payne and Son, 
verpoo! 

i David. Little Benton, Northumberland, Esq. Feb 29. Kidd, | Manners, Louisa Jane, Henrietta st, Cavendish square. March 6 
North Shields : Tucker and Co, King st, Cheapside D 
Chapman, George, Dering place, Croydon, Feb 26. Benson, Clement's an: comma Maldon, Essex, Master Mariner. March 1. Digby and 

ia, i by Malten 

(Childs, Robert, Wilton, York, Carpenter. Feb 29. Trevor, Gis. Robinson, James Brade, Lancashire, Gent. March 1. Oglethorpe,. 

caster 

Danks, Samuel, Birmingham, Solicitor. March 25. Chesshire, Bir- | Turner, Henry, Eton, Bucks, Postmaster, March 1. Barrett and 
mingham Dean, Slough 

Gundy, William, Llangollen, Denbigh. Marchi. Sherratt, Wrex- Wallis, Sarah Martha, Walpole rd, Isleworth. Feb %9. Dobinson and 

eee eet on rma we ng thoy fi-ids 7 

Dawes, Edwin Nathaniel, Rye, Sussex, citor. arch 1, Dawes tera, Thomas Richard Carey, Fownhope, Hereford, Gent. 

and Oo, Ry . ; 25. Poole and Hughes, Chancery aay . ear th aes 


e 
Evans, Edward, Boveney Court, Buckingham, Esq. March 31. Dal- | White, William, Canterbury, Gent. Feb 28. 

ton and Salusbury, Leicester y ° _—_ Canterbary " - “ Colemp enka 
Taithwaite, Thomas Winder, Morecambe Bank, Lancashire, Gent, | Williams, Elizabeth, Romsey, Hants. March 25. Stead and Co, 


lo , Lancaster Romsey 

Fletcher, a Flour Factor, Marchl. Justice, “ee Stafford. March 25. Flewker and Pagge,. 
Gow-Stewart, stra are annem Petiveh, Lieut Ist Dragoon _. = Lowestoft, Suffolk, Gent. Feb 18. Nicholson 
ergata See en ee aon — 1876 
Guat jhe Souley Miditer; Ungioer: $eb38.” Noses and beer Syn 

a ae te buildi age, Guil dhell Creditors must ——— a = —_ to the Registrar. 
—." Saltash, Cornwall, Gent. June 24, Rooker and Co, Bargen, Guster, City rd, Lieensed Victualler. -Pat Jan 26. Spring- 
— ae Westoe, Durham, Q.C. Feb 15. Clayton, Newcastle- obs pman, Auguatas. William. St feats wood rd, Stock Broker. Pet 
apes Coors bag vege Ly Marylebone, Chemist. Feb 14. Saline oo “Thomas, ‘Stamford terrace, Fulham ‘rd, Beershop- 
Lambert, Katharine, Hove, Sussex. March 7. Hume and Co, Great Keeper. Bet = a. Re bn aan, 


James st, Bedford row : 
Mossop, Lancelot, Crossfield, Cleator, Cumberland, Farmer. March Re ein mate ns Farmer. Pet Jan 1¢. 


21, MoKelvie, Whitehaven 2 
inane, James Al, ipewieb, Suffolk, Engineer. March 19, Jos- a ge ee ange York, Farmer. Pe: Jan 25. 
8, Ipswic ’ “ie, : a oe 
_ James, Leytonstone, Essex, Gent. Marchl. Windus, SS ee ye ara ——— — s Merchant. Pet 
A » Tvuespay, Feb. 1, 1876 
Richards, William Tanner, Osnaburgh st, Regent's park, Esq. Feb 39 te oat Ha 
Warden and Ponsford, Barden, nr Taunton . Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. : 
ert Edwards, Cottisford Hvuss, Oxford, Esq. Marchi, Evans Grodiore mast a oath rg pel to the Registrar. 
ray’s inn square suns r 7 
Sackett, Biwi Robert, ee, Kent, Cigar Importer. Feb 22. a Cheapside, Umbrella Manufacturer. Pet Jan 27. Pepys 
Noton, Great Swan alley, Moorgate st . : : 
a, Thomas Wallett Mastin rd, South Hornsey, Cheesemonger. == a Gloucester rd, South Kensington. Pet Jan 27. Pepys. 
. Jennings denhall st 
Simpson, Thomas, Cestitor, York, Glass Manufacturer. March 21, sa nee McCaul, Little Tower st. Pet Jan 28. Keene. Feb Il 
Smith, en, Bradied, York, Pipe Merchant. March 1, Neill, Brad- | Wittenberg, Marks, Derrick st, Commercial docks, Tailor, Pet Jan 27. 
ford : . Hazlitt. Feb 16 at | 


Stauiforth, Samuel Herbert, Oppidans rd, So To surrender in the Country. 
Feb 19. ” Rodgers sod Oh boetela a. Soe Teengetind,, Dane. Bird, nang Oy Fruit Salesman, Pet Jan 25. Cole. Bir- 


Abraham -le- ¥ adi ‘eb 15at 12 
{— Se, He, Cont, AGH te * | Bunker, William, Langley Moor, Durham, Watch Maker. Pet Jan27, 


Tatham, Edward,! harf, din; chan Marshall. Durham, Feb 18 at 10 
8. Bicknell « arya Meee ag etm Comont Merchant. Feb } cyipnall, Samuel, B2.ford, Builder. Pet Jan 29. Pearse, Bedford, 


Joh q % Febli atl 
by, John, Frieston, Lincoln, Farmer, March 6, Peake and Franks, Henry, Todmorden, L hire, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 27. 


, Sleafo: \ 
Towers, Kad ‘ Hartiey. Barnley, Feb 15 at 10 
Uiddiecboren, en Comat, Tey, Hester. Heh H,. Belahalign, Leek, William, Harrowgate, York, Whitesmith. Pet Jan 25. Perkins. 


roug 
Trotter, William D ti 4 York, Feb la at 2 
Trotter and C0, Bye he amy cae, She — Georee, + crn Stationer. Pet Jan37. Cole. Birming- 
Unwin, John, Barat . March am, Feb 25 at 
ival, Barsle ne ee, %. ‘Takes Rawlance, James, Brockenhurst, Hants, Shoo Maker. Pet Jan 27. 


and m 
Unwin, Mar 4 q : > Walker. Southampton, Feb 16 at | 
ie eee, Fenteet. Maes 9, Tambjnsen sad erated, Stettaford, James, Barnston, Cheshire, out of business, Pet Jan 23, 


em 
Wardroper, J wnsen' i Court. Birkenhead, Feb 11 at 11 
and hog he My Meyenres, Pane, Agel 3, Wien Wallis, Thomas Harper, Ma-ket Rasen, Joicer. Pot Jan 28, Uppleby. 


Deacon, 
Watson, Wittens “Gisborough York, Innkeeper, Feb 29, William Lincoln, Feb 16 at 1! 
, Gisborough . : ° ? Ward, Henry, Ipswich, Suffolk, Steamboat Owner, PetJan 29, Grimsey. 


s' z 
Whitehead Ro cashire, Agen arc Ipswich, Feb 12 at tl 
: hoes dahon, Royton, Lapapehion, Agint.. Waenlh.t, Watson, Thomas Alfred, Leeds, Licerised Victualler. Pet Jan 26. 


Oldbaum 
Wood, Richard } : Man- Marsnall. Leeds, Feb 23 at Ll 
chester padgueg, Cheshieg, Sitheer. March }, Dayle, Webb, Henry Albert, Gloucester, Goldsmith. Pet Jan 29, Wilton. 


Woodroffe, Show! Gloucester, Feb 16 ac 12 
Carne Showler, Horncastle, Lincoln, Ironmonger, Feb 35. Tweed, } wiison, William, Ulverston, Lancashire, Ship Builder. Pet Jaa 23. 


Georgiana Jane Leab, Christchurch, Hants, March 1. Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Feb 16 atl0 
and Smith, Salisbury Liquidation Dy Arrangement. 


FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Toxspay, Jan, 25, 1876, 


FF RESF Faesk zh EE 


FP 








Farivar, Jan. 28, 1876, 
Bally, Benjamin Bodman, Highlands Calne, Wilts, Gent, Marchi. | Abdlett, William Henry, Aldermauvary, Agent. Feb 8 at U1 at offices 
Keary and Co, Onippenham of Philoott, Guildbali chambers 
» Rose Anna, g's Lynn, Norfolk, Feb 12, Jarvis, King’s | Archer, John William, Preston, Lancashire, Pattern Maker. Feblé at 
11 at offices of Thompson, Chapel st, Preston 
Mary Ann Tabor, Clevedon, Somerset. March 1. Rodgers | Ashton, John, Sheftield, Beerhouse Keeper, Feb 4at 12 at offices of 
Chave, Queen Victoria st Auty and Son, Queen st, d 
hb, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford. March 2. | Bagshaw, Thomas, Leamington Spa, Warwick, Marine Store Dealar, 
Coopers, Newcastle. under-Lyme Feb 10 at 12 at offices of Sanderson, Chureh st, Warwick 
Bolton, Henry, Charlton Kings, Gloucester, Gardener. Feb 28. Pruem, | Barnett, Solomon, Hackney rd, Lead Merchant, Fed 10 at 2 at the 
Odaisenham Guildball Tavern, Gresiam at. Rooks and Co, King at, Cheapside 
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Parrcw, Robert James, Ilminster, Somerset, Grocer. Feb 15 at ll at 
the George Hotel, Ilminster. Paull, Ilminster 
Batty, William, King st, Cheapside, Tailor. Feb 10 at 3 at offices of 
Turner and Son, Leadenhall st 
Benson, William, Nottingham, Joiner. Feb 11! at 12 at offices of 
Maples and McCraith, Low pavement, Nottingham 
Bions, John, William Binns, and John Beaumont Vickerman, Halifax, 
Yoik, Wire Manufacturers. Feb 14 at 11 at the White Swan Hotel, 
Halifax. Longbottom, Halifax 
Birke, William, Longton, Stefford, Beerseller. Feb 14 at 11 at offices of 
Tomkinson and Furnival, Hanover st, Burslem 
Blackmon, George, Birmingham, Art:ficia! Flower Manufacturer. Feb 
11 at 1 at offices of Joynt, New st, Birmingham 
Brandwood, John, Blackburn, Lancashire, Cotton Manufactarer. Feb 
11 at 2 at the Clarence Hotel, Spricg gardens, Manchester 
Brigss, Robert Broughton, Croydon, Surrey, Currier. Feb 7 at 12 at 
offices of Nicholson, Railway appreach, Lyndon bridge. Pullea, 
Harp lane 
Broadhurst, Samuel, Longton, Stafford, Flint Miller, Feb 7 at 11 at 
the Vine inn, Stsfford. Shires, Leicester 
Burnham, Thomas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Feb 9 at 11 at offices 
of Julian, Manor st, Kingston-upon-Hal! 
Butler, Samuel, Wednesbury, Stafford, Bolt Manufacturer. Feb 8 at 
12 at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Bywater, Peter Daniel, Rhondda, Glamorgan, Provision Merchant. Feb 
10 at 12 at the New Inn Hotel, Pontypndd 
Chapman, John Goldie, Oxton, Cheshire, Bottle Stopper Dealer. Feb 
14 at 2 at offices of Fowler, Cablest, Liverpool 
Clarke, Edward, Gayling North, Hants, Fisherman. Feb 11 at 11 at 
offices of Eaton, Lion terrsece, Portsea. Walker, Landport 
Coleman, George, Liantarnam, Monmouth, Farmer. Feb 9 at 2 at 
offices of Graham, Commercial st, Newport 
Dames, Charlies Richard, Jrontridge, Wiue Merchant. Feb 15 at 3 at 
offices of Beddall, Bishopsgate st 
Derrick, John, South Shields, Durham, Auctioneer. Feb 14 at 12 at 
offices of Blair, King st, South Sbields 
Dolibo, Louis, Brighton, Sussex, Photographer. Feb 10 at 3 at offices 
of Brandreth and Gray, Middle st, Brighton 
Donken, John George, Rothbury, Northumberland, no occupation. Feb 
8 at 2 at offices of Juels, Newgate st, Newcastle-upo.-Tyne 
Downes, Henry Thomas, Norwich, Hatter. Feb 11 at ll at the County 
Court office, Redwell st, Norwich, Atkinson, Norwich 
Draycott, Thomes, Nottingham, Joiner. Feb 10 at 12 at the Assembly 
Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Cockayne 
Edmondson, William, Saitaire, York, Grocer. Feb 8 at 3 at offices of 
Gratton, Aldermanrbary, Bradford 
E! iott, James Paliett, Tamworth, Warwick, General Dealer. Feb 11 
at 12 at the Midland Hotel, New et, Birmingham. Hawkes and 
Weekes, Birminzham 
Etches, William, Altrincham, Cheshire, Clock Maker. Feb 9 at 3 at 
the Waterloo Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester, Joues, Manchester 
Fielding, Asron, Padsey, York, Grocer. Feb 10 at 11 at offices of 
Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Braiford 
Fowden, William, New Mille, Derby, Manufacturer. Feb 8 at 11 at 
offices of Dawson, Ridgefield, Manchester 
Gilbert, William Thomas, Norwich, Bailder, Feb 10 at 4 at offices of 
Tillett, Castle meadow, Norwich 
Goff, John Edward, Chariotte st, Old Kent rd, Dairyman, Feb 4 at 3 at 
100, Alderminster rd, Upper Grange rd, Bermondsey. Bilton, 
Varsali rd, Camberwell 
Gobeil, Henry, Shafvesbury st, New North rd, Stationer. Feb 22 at 2 
at offices of Perry, Guildhall chambers. Basinghall st 
Gower, William, Dewsbury, York, Warehouseman. Feb 14 at 2.30 at 
offices of Stapleton, Uniun st, Dewsbury 
Graham, James, Liverpoul, Boot Maker. Feb 19 at 11 at offices of 
Lowe, Castle st, Liverpool 
Hardcastie, William Alfred, and Eliza Zmily Hardcastle, Walworth rd, 
Keeper of a Fancy Repotitory. Feb 8 at 2 at offices of Pittman, 
Guildbail chambers, Basinghali st 
Hawkins, Charles Bowerman, Liverpool, Builder. Feb 11 at $ at offices 
of Sheen and Broadhurst, North John st, Liverpool. Gee, Liverpool 
Hinks, John, Small Heath, Birmingham, Labourer. Feb 9 at 12 at 
offices «f Ladbury, Newhall st, Birmingham 
Holden, Edward Foster, Leadenhall st, Ship Broker. Feb 14 at 12 at 
offices of Carlill and Burkioshaw, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull, 
James end Co 
Houghron. James, Bridlington Quay, York, Schoolmaster, Feb 9 at 11 
at uffices of West, Garrison st, Briasington Quay 
James, David Atkinson, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Merchant. Feb 9 at 2 
at offices of Gibsons and Pybus, Mostey rt, Newcastle-upon-T yne 
Keivie, William, Borough market, Southwark, Vegetable Salesman. 
Feb 17 at 12 at the Masons’ Hali Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basing- 
hall st. Waring, Borough High st, Soathwark 
Lanéow, George, Middiesborough, York, Jeweller. Feb 11 at 11 at 
offices of Draper, Findile st, Stocktun-o0-Tees 
Leski, Naftal, Middlesboreugh, York, Travelling Jeweller, Feb 9 at 12 
at offces of ACdenbrooke, Zetland rd, Middiesborough 
Lee, William John, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Tea Dealer. Feb 10 at 
1] at the Angel Inn, Market st, Over Darwes, Hawkin, Sheffield 
Lowrey, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Builder. rep Li at 3 at 
offices of Wallace, Pigrim st, Newcastie-apon-Tyne 
Locas, William, Coventry, Warwick, Boot Maker. Veb 9 at 2 at the 
County Court office, Liule Paik st,Coventry. Homer, Coventry 
MeDonald, Deniel, Sunderland, Durham, Piamber. Feb at 3 at offices 
bton st, Sundcerland 
lewport, Monmouth, General Dealer. Feb 7 at 12.20 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Newport, in lieu of the place originally named 
Marshall, Williem, sheffield, Provision Dealer, Feb 8 at 3 at ofices of 
and Sens, Bank st, Sheffield 
Merton, Wiiliem, John st, Cornwa)l rd, Lambeth, Hay Salesman. Feb 
5 et 10 at the Victoria Tavern, Morpeth rd, Victoria park, Hicks, 
Giobe rd, Mile end 
Moore, Joseph Wood, Didsbury, Lancashire, Book- . Febliat3 
at offices of Bimpson, South gate, Lower King st, Manchester 
Morton, John, King’s Lyon, Farmer. Feb7 at i2 at offices of Wilkin, 
Athenwom chambers, King’s Lynn 
Murrey, Hogh, Brixton 14, Diamond Dealer. Veb9 at 3 at offices of 
Hicklin and Washington, Trivity square, Southwark 





=> 
Neyland, Herry, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Draper. Feb 
at Bell’s West. kiding Hotel, Wellingtonst, Leeds, Deaper, stoma 


on-Tees 
Noton, Edward, Sunderland, Durham, Watch Maker. Feb 11 at 13 
offices of Alcock, jun, Frederick Lodge, Sunderland « 
Nurse, Felix Agrippa, Princes end, Stafford, Licensed Victualler Pe 
3 at 3 at offices of Stokes, Priory st, Dudley 
Parsons, Joseph, Surbiton, Surrey, General Dealer. Feb 11 at " 
offices of Wilkinson and Howlett, Church st, Kingston-on-T " 
Pla:ts, George, Buxton, Derby, Baerhouse Keeper. Feb 8 at Li a the 
Court house, Buxton. Taylor, Buxton 
Ponlter, Willism, Norfolk st, Rye lane, Peckham, Butcher's 
Feb 2 at 3 at the London Joint Stock Bank chambers, West Smmitn. 
field. Hubbard 
Powell, George Herbert, Brynmawr, Brecon, Grocer. Feb 12 at at 
the Queen's Hotel, Newport. Jones, Abergavenny - 
Raper, Mary, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham. Feb 11 at 3 at offices ¢ 
Draper, Stockton-on-Tees 
Ronks, Edward, Burton, Westmorland, Innkeeper. Feb 16 at 2 at thy 
King’s Arms Hotel, Burton. Feareuside and Son, Burton 
Rooksby, Samuel Islip, Stamford, Lincoln, Iron Dust Pan Manutfactargr, 
Feb I4 at 1! at offices of Law, Stamford. Wilkins, Peterborough 
Rush, Charles, jun, Blackheath, Kent. Feb7 at Il at 145, Cnoupside, 
Robinson, Christchurch passage, Newgate st 
Sanders, Arthur, Stansted Mountfitchett, Essex, Builder, Feb § at }3 
at offices of Baker, Bishop’s Stortford, Herts 
Smith, John Edward, Clement’s inn, Solicitor. Feb 12 at 1 at offices of 
Jacobs and Co, Badge row. North and Sons, Leeds 
Spencer, George, Askam-in-furness, Lancashire, Grocer. F-b9atti 
o Sharp's Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness. ‘Tayler, Barroweig- 
‘urness 
Spender, Benjamin, Cheswardine, Salop, Hay Dealer. Feb 9 at Il ¢ 
the Royal Hotel, Crewe, Cheshire. Stevenson, Hanley, Stafford 
Steers, William, Brightoa, Sussex, Omnibus Pruprietor. Feb t4at 
at the Old Ship Hotel, Ship st, Brighton. Woods and 
Brighton 
Upton, Jane, Ventnor, Isle of Wieht, Lodging House Keeper. Feb lat 
3 at offices of Urry, High st, Ventnor 
Vale, Andreas Alexander, Great St Helen’s, Merchant. Feb 24 at3at 
offices of Lewis and Co, Old Jewry 
Vane, James, T)nemouth, Northumberland, Fruiterer. Feb 9 at lig 
offices of Watron, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-T'yne i 
Vos, David, Folkestone, Kent, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Feb 1) 
at 2 at the King’s Arms Hotel, Folkestone. Minter, Foikestone 
Waghorne, John Norman, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Butcher. Feb 12 
at 11 at offices of Winterbotham and Co, Essex place, Cheltenham 
Ward, Edward, Great Grimsby, Jeweller, Feb 8 at 11 at offices of 
Grange and Wintringham, West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby 
Whitehouse, George Edwin, Bilston, Stafford, Agent. Fed 22 at llat 
offices ot Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
White, Stephen, Bermondsey, Builder, Fed 10 at 2 at the Hop and 
Malt Exchange, Southwuare st, Borough. Arao'd, Southwark st 
Whyatt, George Goddard, Bishopwearmouth, Dnrham, Lessee of 
Theatres. Feb 16 at 11 at offices of Skinner, John st, Sunderland 
Winterbottom, Kkobert, Oldham, Lancashire, Joiner. Feb 14 at 3 
offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Wvodworth, William Henry, Manchester, Iankeeper. Feb It at lia 
offices of Simpson, South gate, Lower King st, Manches:er 
Tuespay, Feb. i, 1876. 
Adam, George Ha!l, Birmingoan, Sewing Machine Dealer. Feb Id at 
il, Birmingham 


J 





11 at oftices of Davies, B 's hill, g 

Anderson, William, sen, James Anderson, David Andarson, Joseph 
Anderson, Johu Dawson, and Thomas Auderson, Egremont, C 
land, Fiax Spinners. Feb 11 at 2 at orices of Mason, Dake st, 
Whitehaven 

Andrews, Frederick Vigne, Mincing lane, East India Broker, Feb 10 
at 3ut the Guildhall Coffee Hoase. Bradley, Merk lane 

Balmer, William Fatherley, and William Kirkap Balmer, Neweastle 
upon Tyne, Provision Merchants, Fes 10 at 2 at oifices of Sewell, 
Grey st, Neweastle-upon-Tyne 

Bates, William Henry, Liverpool, no occupation. Feb 14 at 3 at offices 
of snowball and Co, Dale st, Liverpool 

Bebro, Marcus, Mildmay grove, Mildmay park, no trade. Feb 14 at? 
at offices of Beswick and Co, Stat 8s’ Hall buildings, Ludgate nil 
Newman and Co, Cornhill 

Beckett, Alfred, Birmiagham, Undertaker. Feb 16 at 11 at offices of 
Webb, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Bingham, Edward, Great Grimsby, Ale Merchant. Feb 11 at ila 
—._ ot Grange and Wiutringnam, West St Mary’s gate, Grest 

rimsby 

Bird, George Williaus: John, Kessingland, Suff lk, Fishing Bow Owner, 
Feb 17 at 12 at the Suffolk Hotei, Lowestuft. Wiltshire, Great Yar 
mouth ’ 

Bosraman, Henry, Brownlow rd, Queen's rd, Dalston, Cabinet Maker 
Feb 7 at 3 at offices of Thwaiies, Basinghall st, Parke, Cule.nan st 

Bowers, Frank, Sirmiagham, Retail brewer. fob 14 at 3 at offices of 
of Wrightand Marshall, New st, Birmingham 

Brice, Richard, Caraitf, Glamorgan, Builde:, Feb 15 at 12 at 20, High 
st, Cardiff, Morris 

Bristoll, William, Birmingham, Baker. Feb 11 at 3 at offices of Jaques, 
Cherry #t, Birmingham 

Buttery, Evisha George, West Bromwich, Staffor4, Oil Merchatt, Fee 
42 wt 10,15 at uifices of Jackson, Lombard st, West Broaawich 

Carter, Matthew, Newcastle-upon-fyne, Chemical Manufa-turer, Fé 
15 ot 12 at offices of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newsaatle-upoa- Tyne 

Clarke, Kobert, Hereford, Builder, Feb 15 at 11 at offices of Hamlrys, 
Bridge st, Hereford 

Claudius, Charles William Jalias, Frederick George Chant, Horatio 
Wiiliam Shepherd, and William Harring Von Ainimon, Allen ot, 
well rd, Fancy Bix Mantfaciurers. Fev 1y at 2 30 ato toes of 
and Eagles, Johu st, beiford row 

Convor, Joseph William Michal, Langton at, King’s rd, Chelvea, outa 
business. Feb 10 at | at offices of Varker, Unancery lane 

Court, Henry, Smal! Heath, Warwick, Auctioneer, Feb 14 ot 3% 
Offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Crowle, James, ‘Truro, Cornwail, suith. Fob 10 at 12 at omoes of 
Carlyon and Paull, Quay ot, Truro 

Daweon, William, Claughton, Lancash're, Licensed Victualier, Fab 1 
at Li at offices of Halt and Maersuall, Ua avide ot, Lancoster 
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Day, George Knox, Mon » York, Manufacturing Chemist. Feb 
at iiat Dalby’s Hotel, Wakefield. Wainwright, Wakefield 

Dobie, David, Guisborough, York, Auctioneer, Feb 14 at 3 at Barker's 
Temperance ~~ Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough. Bainbridge, 


g' 
Dodsworth, James, Bishop Monckton, York, Painter. Feb 15 at 2 at 
oi James, Lendal, York. Farmery, Knaresborough 

Douglass. E iwart, Surderisnd, Diriam, Grocer. Feb 14 at 12 at 
offices of Wright, John st, Sunderland 

Bllison, Henry, Wroughton, Wilts, Trainer of Rece Horses, Feb 12 at 
IL at offices of Kinneir and Tombs, Corn Exchange, Swindon 

, Robert, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Gener«| Dealer. Fod 14 at 

{1 at offices of Wilson, Guild st, Burton-on-Trent 

Farrell, Michael Walker, Preston, Lancashire, Painter. Feb 17 at 11 
at offices of Thompson, Chapel st, Preston 

Flint, Charles, Soath Shields, Darham, Auctioneer, Feb 15 at 2 at 
offices of P srvis, King st, Souvh Shields 

Forge, Thomas, Euston ri, Stationer, Feb 17 at 3at offices of 

Nicholls and Leatherdale, Old Jewry chambers. Thomas and Bullen, 


ide 
on. Willian, Nottingham, Draper. Feb 22 at 2 at the Assembly 
Rooms, Low pavement, Notvingham. Everall and Turner 
Gabriel, James Wild, and John Maddox, Trowbridge, Wilts, Cloth 
Manufacturers. Feb 10 at 12 at offices of Clark and Collins, Trow- 


bridge 

samo Joseph Peers, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Sadd'er. Feb 14 at 2 at 
offices of Downham, Market st, Birkenhead 

Garnett, Henry. jun, Middlesborough, York, Grocer. Feb 14 at Il at 
Barker's Temperance Hots!, Linthorpe r!, Muiddlesborough, Bain- 
bridge, Midtiesoor gh 

Gledden, Daniel, St John’s park, Highgate. out of business. Feb 22 
at 2at the Gu Idhail Coffee House, Gresham et. Walters and Gush, 
Finsbury circus 

Grace, Jame-, Watford, Her:s, Draper. Feb 8 at 3 at offices of Sher- 
yard, Lincoln's inn fields 

Hammond, William, Puddletown, Dorset, Butcher, Feb 19 at 12 at 
offies of Burnett, South st, Dorchesier 

Hampson, Sarah, Burslem, Stafford, Hat Dasler, Feb 9 at Sat the 
Leopard Hotel, Burslem. Stubbs, Barslem 

Harhog, Janes, aid John Harling, Halifsx, York, Geneppe Finishers. 
Feb 14 at 11 ut oftices of Longbottom, Nortuga:e chambers, Halifax 

Harvey, William, Seething lane, Corn Factor. Feb 2t at at olficesof 
Rae, Mincing lane 

Hendewerk, Robert B-rnhard, Corn Exchange chambers, Secthing 
jane, Ship Broker, Feb 22 ac 3 at offices of P-ews and C», Mark lane 

Herbert, James Henry, King st, Suuthwark, Dairyman. Feb 10 at 3 
atottices of Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 

Hickson, William, Crewe town, Cheshire, Blackemit:. Feb 2iat i at 
the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Brooke 

——. John, West Bromwich, Stafford, out of business. Feb 14 at 
Lat offices of Topham, Hizh et, Weet Bromwich 

Hiley, Charles, Manchester, Merchant. Feb 21 at 3 at offices of Mann, 
Cuoper st, Manchester 

Hitchins, Wiliiam John, Mile Ead rd, Hosier. Feb 9 at 3 at offices of 
Thwaites, Ba-inghall et. Parke, Coleman st 

Holmes, John Henry, Cariten, York, Rope Manufacturer. Feb 16 at 2 
at offices of Markland and Davy, Albion st, Leeds 

Horsey, John Broadway, Taunton, Somerset, Innkseper. Feb 12 a: 12 
at offices of Kkeed and Cook, Paul st, Taun:on 

Hunter, Andrew George, Rockcliffe tisll, nr Flint, Cuemical Manufac- 

turer, Feb9 at 2 at the Sovth Bank Hotel, Runcorn. Linaker 

Hutchinson, John, Bradtord, York, Commission Agent, Feb 16 at 2 at 
offices of Kobinsun and Robinson, Skipton 

Ingham. Lawrence, Barnes Green, Lancashire, out of business. Feb 23 
at $ at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Kvans 

Jenkins, John, Bristol, out of business. Feb 9 at % at otfices of 
Willwme and Co, Exchange, Bristol, Clifton Bristol 

Johnson, James, the Grove, Hackney, Commercial Traveller. Feb 11 
at Sat o'tices of Noton, Great Swan alley, Moorgate st 

ome -s Crayford, Kent, Baker. Feb 12 at 1 at otfices of Gibson, 


Kubnel, August Cottlieb Wilhelm, Weat Ardsley, York, Landscape 
Gardener. Fed 14 at 11 st offices of Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 
fark, Henry John, Cobhoim Island, Suffolk, Boat Builder, Feb 17 at 3 
at offices of Clowes and Son, Regen: st, Great Yarmouth 
Lashmore, John, Southampton, Watch Maker. Fed 11 at 12 at the 
Gui'dhatl Coffee House, Gresham at, Coxweill and Co, Southampton 
tt, Henry Alfred, Ipswich, Suffolk, Merchant. Fub 24 at 3 at 
Offices of Pearce, Princess at, Ipawich. Hill, ipswich 
Liner, Samvel, Hemel mery eee Hertford, Butcher. Feb 21 at 12 
at offices of bullock, Great Berkhampsted 
Luge, James, Thrupp, Stroad, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Feb 14 at 12 at 
offices of Potter, Northfield House, Cheltenham 
Mareetts, George William, Market terrace, Upper Holloway, Chemist. 
Feb 12 at 10 at offices of Hicke, Coleman st 
*, francis Edward, Prince of Wales crescent, Kentish town, 
Auctionee’s Clerk. Fed 26 at 10 at offices of Burgoyne aud Co, 
Dover st, Southwark. Goatly, Bow st, Covent garden 
Mills, Wiliam, Bury, Lancashire, Hosier. Feb 14 at 3 at offices of 
Anderton, Gurden at, Lag 
Morley, Arthor Ebenezer, Birmingham, Tool Maker. Feb 16 at 12 at 
of Powell, Temple et, Birmingham 
Moss, Richard John, Chester, Hardware Factor. Feb 1! at 2 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, New st, Birmingham. Bridgman and Co 
Oldham, William, Spalding, Lincola, Cora Merchant, Feb 12 at 11 at 
the Wentworth Hotel, Peterborough, Wilkins, Peterborough 
Poilbrick, Wileon John, Bernard st, Russell square, Guat. Feb 17 at 3 
Atoffices of Christmas, Walbrook 
peared Batcher, Great Yarmoath, Norfolk, Hotel Proprietor, 
Fob 15 at 12 at ottices of Burton and Son, King st, Great Yarmouth 
» Witham, Kirkenhead, Cheshire, Blind Manufacturer, 
14 at 8 at offices of Moore, Duncan at, Birkenhead 
Riley, William, Liverpool, Fruit Salesman. Feb 18 at 3 at offices of 
» Ranelagh *t, Liverpoul. Nordon, Liverpool! 
Roper, Tomas, Nottingham, Lace Manufaeturer, Feb 16 at 12 at 
Final of Acton, Victoris si, Nottingham 
eue, kdwird Seymour, Nye’s Wharf, Peckham park rd, Asphalte 
Ufacturer, Keb 28 at 12 ub offices of Terrell and suney, Alderman- 








Shepherd, Joseph Francis, Widnes, Lancashire, Boot Maker. Feb 15 

r34 at offices of Mather, Commerce court, Liverpool, Massey, St 
elen’s 

Simon, Alexander, High st, Shadwell, Butcher. Feb 16 at 10 at offices 
of Hicks, Coleman st 

Smith, John Edward, Arkesden, Essex, Farmer. Feb 16 at 1 at the 
— Hotel, Bishop's Stortford. Woodard, Ingram court, Fea- 
church st 

Smith, Selim, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Milliner. Feb 11 at 3 at oZices 
of Smith and Co, Frederick’s p.ace, Old Jewry 

Smith, Thomas, Cheveley, Cambridge, Gent. Feb I4at 12.at the Rut- 
land Arms Hotel, High st, Newmarket. Fenn 

Stuert, Henry, Ruabon, Danbigh, Foundry Agent. Feb 15 at 2 at 
oBces of Sherratt, Regent st, Wrexnam 

Sutcliffe, Charles, Rochdale, Lancashire, Master Stone Masoa, Feb 16 at 
3 at offices of Roberts and Son, John st, Rochaale 

Swan, John, Pnceaix st, Somers town, Oilman. Feb 11 at | at offices 
of Johnson, Seymour place, Ma-ylebone 

Tatiock, Willium Thomas Augustus, Great St Helea’s, Insuranca 
Broker, Feb 15 at 3 at offices of Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Thomas, William Richar 1s, Livervool, Marina Insurancs Broker. Feb 
14 + 2 at offices of Crozier and Lumb, Moorfislds, Dale st, Livar- 
p?o 

Trevor, Thomas Walter, Bangor, Carnirvon, Despar. Fob 15 at 2 a: 
ths Queen's Hotel, Chester. Jones and Roberts, Bangor 

Unwin, Edwin Frederick, Southwark st, Packing Case Makar, Feb 1¢ 
at sae Law Institution, Chancery lane. Farnfield, Bishopsgate 
st within 

Whitton, Joseph, Leeds, Hosier. Feb 14 at 2 at officas of Whiteley, 
Albion st, Leeds 

Wright, [saac, Waddington low fields, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 12 at lL 
at offic:s of Toynbee and Ce. Bank st, Lincoin 

Wright, James, Manchester, Wine Merchant. Feb 15 at 3 at offices of 
Addleshaw and Warburton, Kinz st, Manchester 

Young, George, Little Cora at, Russell square, Builder. Feb 25 at $ 
at offices of Cooper, Chincery lane 


AW MAGAZINE and REVIEW. No. 219, 
for FEBRUARY (No.2 of Fourth Series). Price Five Shil- 
6. Contents :— 
I. The Exterritoriality of Public Ships of War in Forciga Waters, 
By Sir Travers Twis-, D.C.L., Q.C. 
If, The Public Worship Regulation Act. By Chancelior Bortow. 
II, Insurable Values in Marine Policies, By G. Srsemanxs Giss, 








ling 


LL.B, 
IV. Studies that Help for the Bar. By Sir Eowarp Creasr, M.A. 
V. The Late Kight Hon. Sir Edward Vaaghaa Williams. 
VI. The Trial of Claims fur Bodily lujurie. By C. W. Rratus, 


LL.D. 

VII. Crimes and Punishments under Ancient Hindu Law. By H. 
Rarmonp Fina. 

VIII. Reviews of New Books. 
1X, Quarterly Diges: of all Reported Cass. By L. G. Goapox 
Rowstve, Barrista-at-Law. 
New vubiications of the Querter, &c. 

London: Stavens & Harves, Beil-yard, Temple-bar. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE GR MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench, 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS &¢ 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 
ETC, 
CHANCERY-BUILDINGS, 23, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 

Every description of Printing. 


Judicature A@idavits Catalogues 
Prospectuses 








Appeals 

Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 
Books Newspapers 
Pamphlets Circulars 

Reports Posters 

Rules Handbills, &c., &e 





ORD WEYMOUTH’S GRAMMAR SCHOOL, 
Warminster (examined by the Joint University Soard).—Patron, 
The Most Noble the Marquis of BATH; Head-Master, Dr. CHARLES 
ALCOCK, M.A.—The School course prepares tor the Professions, the 
Universities, and the Competitive Examinati generally. Last year 
20 per cent. (13 pupils) of the whole School passed the Oxford Locals; 
28 per cent, (18 pupile—? in honours) this year—the highest average, it 
is believed, attained by any schoo!. Also a Firat Class at Oxford, aa 
Entrance to the Royal Indian Civil Encineering College, and a Matrica- 
lation at Loadon University (First Division). Refereaces to Barristers 
and Solicitors having Sone in the School, which ta specially recom- 
mended to the notice ot Members of the Legal Profession, 
Terms, strietly inclusive, 42 to 54 guineas per annum. 


For prospectus and list of distinctions address the Head-Master, 
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ONDON and COUNTY BANKING COMPANY. 
EstaBLisHED in 1 
And incorporated in 1874 under “ The Companies Act, 1862,” 
Svupscripep Caprrat, £3,750,000, 
In 75,000 Shares of £50 each. 


REPORT 


Adopted at the annual general meeting, 3rd February, 1876 :— 

The Directors have pleasure in submitting to the Proprietors the 
Balance-sheet of the Bank for the half-year ended on the 3lst of Decem- 
ber last. With reference to the exceptions! loss arising out of the 
failure of Messrs. A. Collie & Co., mentioned in the report to the 

rs in August lest, the Directors have, after carefal considera. 
tion, transferred £75,000 from the balance then carried forward, to the 
special account previously opened, which will, in their Judgment, ful'y 
cover the whole of the deficiency. 

This transfer of £75,000 leaves the balance brought from last 
account £13,856 12s. 3d.. including £6,093 15s, reserved to meet 
interest then accrued on New Shares, 

The Net Profits for the half-year, after paying interest to customers 
and all charges, allowing tor rebate, and making provision for bad 
and doubtful debts, amount to £142,874 6s. 3d., which, added to the 
above balance of £13.856 12s. 3d., produces a total of £156,730 18s. 6d. 
Out of this sum the Directors have added £25,000 to the Reserve Fand, 
raising that Fund te £699,522 10s. 

They recommend the payment of a dividend of 8} per cent. for the 
half-yeer, and that the balance of £14,730 18s. $d. remaining (after 
providing £15,000 for interest on New Shares) be carried forward to 
Profit and Lose New Account. 

The present dividend added to that paid to 30th of June, will make 
164 percent. for the year 1875. 

The Directors retiring by rotation are Jawes Momier, ABRAHAM 
Hopesow Paitpotrs, and James Duxcan Tomson, Esquires, who, 
being eligible, offer themselves for re-election. 

The Dividend, £1 14s. per share, free of income tax. will be payable 
at x. Head Office, or at any of the Branches, on or after Monday, 14th 
ic t. 

Batancs Suzet or THe Loxpox anp County Bawkure CoMPanr, 

3ist Decempss, 1875. 
s. d. £ s. d 


Dr. £ 
To Capital paid up....cccscesceseeee 1,200,000 0 0 
To Instalments received in respect of 
New ecvecccccccccccccccccs 299,045 0 0 
——_———_ 1, 499,045 0 0 
525,000 0 


149,522 10 0 
25,000 0 0 
699,522 10 0 


To Reserve Fund covcescce 
To Instalments received in respect of 

New Shares” ..ccccccccccccsscece 
To Amount now added.....ccccescee 


To Amount due by the Bank for Cus- 
tomers’ Balances, &c. .......... 21,399,784 6 4 
To Liabilities on Acceptances, cove 
Dey COCUTIES 0. cctv e cocvccce - 2,162,095 7 0 
To Profit and Loss Balance bronght 
from last Account Jess £75,000 re- 
ferred to in the Report .......... 
To Reserve to meet Interest accrued 
on New Shares ...0-.+e0- ee 
To Gross Profit for the Half-year, 
after making provision for bad and 
doubtful debts, Viz. ...0-..cccccccee 


23,561,879 13 4 


7,762 17 $ 
6,093 15 0 


395,530 1 5 
409,386 13 8 


25,000 0 0 
imininsaminnns | Sse 48 6 


£26,144,833 17 0 


Cr. £ «a 4. 2 024 
By Cashon hand at Head Office and 
Branches, and with Bank of Engiand 2,735,258 10 2 
By Cash placed at Call and at Notice, 
covered by securities .........2se00 3,375,270 15 2 
6,110,529 5 


ig tony Amount added to Reserve 


PPP Pee eo) 


Investments, viz.:— 
By Government and Guaranteed 
2,336,754 16 9 
80,805 11 11 


AP eee ee eee erseseeeeneses 


tocks 
By Other Stocks and Securities ...... 
2,417,560 8 
By Discounted Bills, and Advances to 
Customers in Town and Country .. 14,805,785 3 4 
By Liabilities of Customers for Drafts 
accepted by the Bank (as per contra) 2,162,095 7 0 
16,967,880 10 


By Freehold Premises in Lombard-street and Nich- 
olas-lane, Freehold and Leasehold Property at the 
Branches, with Fixtures and Fittings .....c.c.cccse 

By Interest paid to Customers ......scccsccccecccece 

By Salaries and all other Expenses at Head Office and 
Branches, including Income-tax on Profits 


ROSE SOSER EEE ER ERS OHEOESSESOOEESE CESARE ES 


441,137 14 
71,716 19 


129,948 19 0 
£26,144,833 17 0 


Pzorit asp Loss Account, 


To Interest paid to Customers, a8 ADOVE -..cccsccccece 
TO EXPenses -cccccccrccccccccsAQssccssccccessccscce $39,948 19 0 
To Kebate on Bilis not due, carried to New A oo 44,929 16 9 
To Amoust edded to Reserve Fund ...sccccccccccecce 25,000 0 0 
To Interest on New Shares .-..00-+00--. 15,000 0 0 
To Dividend of 64 per cent. for Half-year. - 103,000 0 0 
To Balance forward 14,720 18 6 


£400,286 13 8 


£77,716 19 5 


ee eeeeeeeesen es 





———__ 


By Balance brought forward from last account less § s@ 

£75,000 referred to in the Report.....seesessrceeseee £7;762.17 & 

By Reserve to meet Interest accrued on New Shares .. 6,093 15 9 
By Gross Profit for the Half-year, after making provi- 

sion for bad and doubtfuldebts ....sccccscecscecere 395,530 1 § 

ey, 

£409,386 13 4 


We, the undersigned, have examined the foregoing balance-shegt, 
and have found the same to be correct. 
Signed WILLIAM NORMAN, 
. ) RICHARD H. SWAINE, $ Auditors, 
STEPHEN SYMONDS, 
By Order, 
GEO. GOUGH, Secretary, 


London and County Bank, 
January 27, 1876. 


[ ONDON and COUNTY BANKING COMPANY, 
4 —Notice is Hereby Given, that a DIVIDEND on the Capital of 
the Company, at the rate of 84 ner cent., for the half-year ended 
cember 3ist, 1875, will be PAYABLE to the Proprietors, either at the 
Head Office, 21, Lombard-street, or at any of the Company’s Branches, 
en or after Monday, the l4th instans. 
By order of the Board, 
W. McKEWAN, } Joint General 
WHITBREAD TOMSON,$ Managers. 
21, Lombard-streat, February 4, 1876. 


{ yee AGRA BANK (LIMITED) 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON 
Saancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cn 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credi, 
balance doesnot fall below £100, 

Depostts received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz,;— 
At5 percent, per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon 

Bits issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches 


of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or sent 
for collection, 

Sates anp Pouscuasés effected in British and foreign securitics,is 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised, 

Every other description of banking business and moncy agengp 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman, 


EGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
OFFIOE, 10, FLEET-STREET, LONDON. 











Fesrvary 5, 1876. 

NOTICE is hereby given that the ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING 
of the Society will be held at the Society’s oftice, No. 10, Fieet-strest, 
London on Tuespar, the 22p day of Fesrcary instant, at one o'clock 
precisely. 

At such meeting two vacancies in the Direction, caused by the 
deaths of Thomas Webb Greene, Esq,, Q.C., and George Lamb, 
and those then to be created by the retirement in rotation of Joha 
Hl. R. Chichester, Esq., Joseph Henry Dart, Esq., Robert Bayly 
Follett, Esq., and Bartia J. L. Frere, Esq., will be filled up. 

Two vacancies in the office of Auditor, caused by the resignation of 
Charles Harrison, jun., Esq., and by the retirement in rotation of 
Kenyon Chas. 8S. Parker, Esq., will also be filled up at such meeting. 

Written notice of the intention of any persoa to become or to pre 
pose a candidate for the office of Director or Auditor, must be left at 
the office of the Society at least. ten days before the holding of the 
meeting. The Directors and Auditor retiring in rotation are eligible 
for immediate re-election. 

By order of the Board, 
E. A. NEWTON, Actuary and Manager, 


LIFE OFFICE, 50, Regent-street, 
and 14, Cornhili, London, 
Established 1806, 





Paes 





Total Income £239,353 
Total Funds 1,852,832 
Present amount of Sauer geomeenese witn Bonus Additions, 

ghey . 
Surplus applicable to Bounses at last Quinquennial Valuation, 
as £355,543 8s. 8d. 


OVEREIGN LIFE 
(Founded 1845.) 


Assurers can obtain ADVANCES of £200 and upwards on Rever- 
sions, Annuities, &., also on guarantee of two or more first-class 


sureties. 
rticulars, mast be sent to the Secretary, 4, 








OFFICE 


All names, with fall 
St. James’s-atreet, London, 8.W. 


EVERSIONARY AND LIFE INTERESTS @ 
Landed or Fanded Property or other Securities and ANNUITIES 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 
EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTE REST SOCIETY 
10, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, 
Established 1835, Paid-up Capital, £480,000. 
If required Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 


¥F. 8, CLAYTON Joint 
0. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries 
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